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T AT ¥ T qos ST <F STt § Fored T 98 9o 9 & &9 § @1 91 99

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

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

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

EREEIEE]
(Fafr famd, fawmn)
7% faeett, 12 fRevaw, 2024

FT.3M. 523 —TETIFA 3% (T 3T 0T I7are) =, 1970 ST 1980 ¥ 477 3 ¥ I7-0=7 (1) &
AT ST SRR FAAT (ITFHHT T 390 3T (qL0T) FAAHa®, 1970 37T 1980 T &mer 9 it IT-&TT (3)
F @T (1) FRT V& ARRAT FT TI0T T gU, Feald TLHT, TAERT, A1+ & T8 gl F Fiaq (2) §
Ay saftrat 3 v o= 3<% ATeoft 3 wtew (3) & Ay safteat i #few (1) § R =i F o
H qehTel T | 3T T SAraell e, Haer artaa el g:-

i 9. (1) (2) (3)

1 I o FETaT AT It Haew AT AT fsr
(s fafar: 28.9.1964)

1999 GI/2025 (1363)
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2 9T U &y dF it . 9. qeATTw ff e sfareaa
(S=w fafar: 15.9.1967)
3 o I o AT et =ATETdT FT ft GRS aTer
(= fafer: 28.5.1965)

[T, %. 6/3/2011-F30-1]

T T e, srav at=a
MINISTRY OF FINANCE

(Department of Financial Services)
New Delhi, the 12th December, 2024

S.0. 523.—In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (c) of sub-section (3) of section 9 of the Banking
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 1970 and 1980, read with sub-paragraph (1) of paragraph
3 of the Nationalised Banks (Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 1970 and 1980, the Central
Government hereby nominates the persons specified in column (3) of the table below as Director on the Board of the
Banks specified in column (1) thereof, in place of the persons specified in column (2) of the said table, with
immediate effect and until further orders:-

S. No. (1) (2) 3)
1 Bank of Baroda Smt Parvathy Sundaram Shri Manoranjan Mishra
(DOB: 28.09.1964)
2 Punjab & Sind Bank Shri K. P. Patnaik Shri Vivek Srivastava
(DOB: 15.09.1967)
3 |Central Bank of India Smt Charulata Kar Shri Manoranjan Dash
(DOB: 28.05.1965)

[F. No. 6/3/2011-BO-1]
SANJAY KUMAR MISHRA, Under Secy.

% feeety, 18 fewwaw, 2024

FT.3T. 524.—Ted T T 9 Ffafa=m, 1955 (1955 T 23) FT &7 20 FT IT-4TT (1) F 91X

qfed 9T 19 % @UE (@) FIT T& TRl &1 YA Fd gU, Feald GaTY, TAgT, AT e o & 39
serer faer ot T\ dgd T AT (S99 Tt 13.2.1968) FT HTAATT U7 Fdd i qIerg & i a9 st
FFfer o oI sToraT STy sreent e, S ot 98l g1, 9Rd T & 9% (THarans) ¥ yay Haers F 95 W

A et 21

[T, &. 2/1/2024-Fv=H-1]

9T FHT [0, @w a=
New Delhi, the 18th December, 2024

S.0. 524.—1In exercise of powers conferred by clause (b) of section 19 read with sub-section (1) of section
20 of the State Bank of India Act, 1955 (23 of 1955), the Central Government hereby appoints Shri Rama Mohan Rao
Amara (DoB: 13.02.1968), Deputy Managing Director, State Bank of India as Managing Director in State Bank of
India for a period of three years with effect from the date of assumption of charge of the post, or until further orders,
whichever is earlier.

[F. No. 2/1/2024-BO-I]

SANJAY KUMAR MISHRA, Under Secy.
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T2 faeett, 16 STavT, 2025

FT.3AT. 525.—TFFTT FUAT (ITFHAT FT (o9 AT 3fqeor) srfaf=aaq, 1970 @i amr 9 Hir
ST-9TT (3) F @ (F) GRT JaT ATRIT HT TIN Fd gU, Fexld TLHT, TAgEr, =T T 9%
(Seafafar 16.12.1968) Fraurers: fAgers, AT S Fl FIAAT T F KT arEra T T a &t safar
TOTT ST2raT oTer saert @, ST AT Tgel &f, ISTa A9 oo & Yo a9 Ud e HAHET ATy & 98
% fAE Ft 2

[£ . . 4/4(i)/2023-10-1]

a5 FAT A4, sEw af=g

New Delhi, the 16th January, 2025

S.0. 525.—1In exercise of powers conferred by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of section 9 of the Banking
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 1970, Central Government hereby appoints Shri Ashok
Chandra (DoB: 16.12.1968), Executive Director, Canara Bank as Managing Director and Chief Executive Officer,
Punjab National Bank, for a period of three years with effect from the date of assumption of charge of the office, or
until further orders, whichever is earlier.

[eF. No. 4/4(i)/2023-BO-I]
SANJAY KUMAR MISHRA, Under Secy.

% feeett, 16 STaeY, 2025

AT, 526.—AFHTT FAAT (STHAT FT o= v fqeon) srfaf==w, 1970 #i amr 9 6
ST (3) F @ (F) FTT T ARRAT T TART T g, el T LT, TAgT, A [@de e (Sewfafr
01.01.1971) FraqTere: 3o, TSI TS o AT FIAATT TG 2 hl qTEG F S a9 i srafer F o
AAAT ST SATReN qh, ST ofF et 2, 29+ 39 % yaer e vd geg w1 e & 1= uw A
FAT B

[£ T, ¥, 4/4(ii)/2023-F3-1]

ST FH W, @7 qi=a

New Delhi, the 16th January, 2025

S.0. 526.—1In exercise of powers conferred by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of section 9 of the Banking
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 1970, Central Government hereby appoints Shri Binod
Kumar (DoB: 01.01.1971), Executive Director, Punjab National Bank as Managing Director and Chief Executive
Officer, Indian Bank, for a period of three years with effect from the date of his assumption of charge of the post, or
until further orders, whichever is earlier.

[eF. No. 4/4(ii)/2023-BO-1]
SANJAY KUMAR MISHRA, Under Secy.

Y UG AR AATd
a3 faooll, 27 14, 2025

LA 527.—=Taifer  fdarq STRIFEH 1947 (1947 &1 14) B GRT 17 & ATERO § i
WHR U e d6 & yagad, dag Faeal 3R S96 HHGRI & 419 ey § e sienfies
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fare # SR WRBR il sifHRor /5 ey s el & vare (03/2014) wid aRe
g

[€. T -12012/15/2014- 318 3R (d1-11)]
AT, 37 Agerw

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT
New Delhi, the 27 March, 2025

S.0. 527.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.03/2014) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Chandigarh-11_ as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Punjab National
Bank and their workmen.

[No. L-12012/15/2014- IR(B-11)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-Il, CHANDIGARH
(Presided over by Mr. Kamal Kant).

ID No0.03/2014
Registered on:-22.04.2014

Sh. Sham Lal S/o Sh. Pala Ram, C/o Sh. R. K Singh Parmar, Working President Punjab INTUC, 211-L,
Village Brari, PO Pratap Nagar, Nangal Dam, Ropar, Punjab.

-------- Applicant
Versus
Punjab National Bank, Regional Collection Cetnre, 2" Floor, Railway Raod, Jalandhar City, Punjab.
----Management
Present:- Ms. Rana Ghuman, AR for applicant.
Sh. Anshul Pareek, AR for management.
Award : 18.02.2025

Central Government vide Notification No.L-12012/15/2014 (IR(B-I1)) Dated 04.04.2014, under
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947
(hereinafter called the ID Act), has referred the following Industrial dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal:-

“Whether action of termination of service of Sh. Sham Lal w.e.f. 01.10.2013 by the management
of Punjab national Bank, Jalandhar is legal, just and valid? What relief the workman is entitled
to and from which date?”

1.Brief facts of the case as stated by the applicant are that the he served w.e.f. 01.01.1993 to 30.09.2013 with
the management as Cheque Collector and used to collect and deliver the daily dak and cheques in the branch
offices as directed by the management. On 01.10.2013, the applicant reported for duty as usual but denied to
duty and was told verbally that in his place, management had engaged new hand and his services are not
required henceforth without giving him in writing. The management had recommended time and again to
continue the applicant in service along with the others to the Head office as according to the branch office, his
services were required and his work and conduct was quite satisfactory and there was no complaint against the
work and conduct of the applicant. The applicant was drawing Rs.15000/- per month as wages on the date of
his termination. The salary was paid to the applicant in his bank account by the management. Neither charge-
sheet was served, nor any show cause notice and inquiry was held against the applicant, which is against the
provisions of natural justice. The management had retained juniors to the applicant in service and who are
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continuing in service in violation of Section 25-G of the ID Act. The applicant had rendered more than 240
days in each completed year of service proceeding the date of termination. No retrenchment compensation was
paid to the applicant. It is maintained that termination is illegal, void and bad in law and it is prayed that he be
reinstated in service with full back wages and other consequential benefits.

2.Notice of the claim petition was also given to the management, who filed reply thereof, maintaining therein
that the present reference is without jurisdiction on the ground that the present matter does not all fall within
the ambit of Section 2-A of the ID Act. It is denied that the applicant was serving w.e.f.24.09.1992 as cheque
collector with the management. The services of the applicant were utilized purely on need basis for providing
courier service at Regional Processing Centre, Jalandhar (hereinafter called as RPC), at a consolidated
mutually agreed amount of Rs.7133/-, which was increased later in view of the price rise. The arrangement
was made locally by the incumbent of RPC. The persons providing the courier services were being paid auto
rickshaw charges for the purpose. Different persons were providing services as courier during the past at
agreed rates. No records of such persons have been maintained by the management. The applicant was told
around the middle of August by the incumbent of the RPC to bring auto rickshaw as was agreed by him, the
applicant showed his inability to do so. Accordingly, his contract was not renewed further. Thus it was the
voluntary decision of the applicant to discontinue the arrangement. It is also submitted that the non renewal of
the contract does not amount to retrenchment. There was no question of recommending the name of applicant
to the head office or to any other office. It was upto the incumbent of RPC to make arrangement for collection
of cheques from branch and return of the same with whosoever was prepared to render the service at the
agreed rates. There was no need of serving charge-sheet, show cause notice or conducting inquiry against the
applicant or paying him retrenchment compensation, earned leave, medical leave or deduction of EPF and
there was no question of violation of Section 25-G of the ID Act as the applicant was not in the employment of
the management and no employer-employee relationship ever existed between respondent and management. It
is prayed that the reference be dismissed with cost.

Evidence of the parties:-

3.In order to prove case, applicant filed his affidavit WW1 along with documents W1 (statement of account)
and W2 (identity card) and closed his evidence on 03.07.2019. Thereafter, respondent have examined Sh.
Vijay Kumar Asija, Senior Manager, Circle Office, Jalandhar as MW1, who tendered his affidavit as MW1/A
and thereafter, Id. counsel for management closed evidence on 09.09.2019 on behalf of management and the
matter was fixed for arguments.

Submissions of Applicant:

4.While arguing the case, Id. counsel for the applicant contended that applicant was working as cheque
collector since 01.01.1993_till 30.09.2013. He reported on 01.10.2013, but was told verbally not to continue
with the management and at that time, he was drawing salary of Rs.15000/- per month, which was paid in his
bank account. He also contended that this fact has been even admitted by the respondent. It is the case of the
respondent that the contractor of applicant was not renewed as he has not brought auto rickshaw, in which he
was doing courier work. Applicant has also placed on record passbook Ex.W1 and ID card Ex.W2, which
proves that he was in the service of management and was retrenched without retrenchment of compensation.
Ld. counsel for applicant placed on record written arguments.

Submissions of Respondents:

5. On the other hand. Id. counsel for respondent contended that in this case, workman was serving w.e.f.
01.01.1993 as cheque collector with the bank management and he used to collect and deliver the daily dak till
30.09.2013. His services were utilized purely on need basis and initially he was paid Rs.7133/- per month,
which was increased from time to time. When he was asked to bring auto rickshaw, for which payment was
being made to the applicant, applicant showed his inability, accordingly, his contract was not renewed, thus it
was the voluntary decision of the applicant to discontinue his contract. Hence, the case of the applicant does
not fall under Section 2A of the ID Act. Management has also placed on record written arguments prepared by
Id. counsel for management.

6.1 have given due consideration to the written arguments filed on behalf of both the parties.

Findings:

7.First this Tribunal is to decide is whether the applicant comes within the definition of "workman" as is
defined in Section 2(S) of the Act. It is mentioned here that applicant was in service of bank w.e.f. 01.01.1993
and continuously worked till 30.09.2013 as cheque collector. In plain words the claimant was performing his
duties as labourer/unskilled worker. He was not in supervisory or administrative post requiring him to perform
only administrative post requiring him to perform only administrative duties. While interpreting Section 2(S)
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Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of Devinder Singh V/s Municipal Council, Sanaur AIR 2011 Supreme
Court 2532, has observed as follows:-

"The source of employment, the quantum of recruitment, the terms and conditions of
employment/contract of service, the quantum of wages/ pay and 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
Act. The definition of workman also does not make any distinction between full time and part time
employee or a person appointed on contract basis. There is nothing in the plain language of Section
2(s) from which it can be inferred that only person employed on regular basis or a person employed
for doing whole time job is a workman and the one employed on temporary, part time or contract
basis on fixed wages or as a causal employee or for doing duty for fixed hours is not a workman.”

8.Thus, Hon'ble Supreme Court has clarified that the definition of workman also does not make any distinction
between full time or part time or a person appointed on contract basis. There is nothing in employee plain
language of Section 2(S) from which it can be infer that only person employed on regular basis or a person
employed for doing whole time job is a workman and the one employed temporary, part time or contract basis
on fixed wages or as a casual employee or for doing duty for fixed hours is not a workman. In view of the ratio
of law enunciated in the above ruling, in my considered opinion, the claimant herein admittedly falls within the
definition of 'workman' under Section 2(S) of the Act.

9.The payment of salary by the management is admitted by the respondent in its written statement as well as in
the affidavit of filed by Sh. Vijay Kumar Asija, Senior Manager, Circle Office, Jalandhar, wherein he
categorically stated that workman worked on different dates as mentioned in his affidavit and was paid initially
Rs. 7133/- per month, which was increased from time to time. As per applicant, he was retrenched from
service on 01.10.2013. If we take one year prior to 01.10.2013 as stated by the respondent, then he had
completed 240 days in the preceding year as per written statement filed by respondent in this case.

10. Admittedly, the respondent is an industry and there was non- compliance of Section 25-F of the
Act. The workman has already been able to prove that he worked continuously for a period of 240 days prior
to his termination of his services by respondent on 01.10.2013 as he was receiving regular wages from 1993
till 2013 is proven as per statement of workman WW1. It is added here that the applicant worked as cheque
collector w.e.f. 01.01.1993. Admittedly, in this case, applicant was not paid retrenchment compensation as per
Section 25F of the ID Act. As per own case of the respondent, the contract of workman was not renewed. The
said argument of the Id. counsel for the respondent is not having any force as respondent has failed to produce
on record any document showing that workman was engaged on the basis of some contract. Attracting his
retrenchment on the basis of completion of contract as per Section 2(00) (bb) of the ID Act.

11. Admittedly, there is violation of Section 25-F of the Act and in view of the judgment of Hon'ble
Apex Court in Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd.Vs Man Singh, 2012(1) SCT 641, it is not necessary that relief of
reinstatement has to be given as a matter of right. Reliance can also be placed upon Jashir Singh Vs Haryana
State Agriculture Marketing Board, 2009(3) SCT 790, under which it has been held that in the legal position
and the Court had recent past, there had been a shift in consistently taken the view that relief by way of
reinstatement with back wages is not automatic and may he wholly inappropriate in a given fact situation, even
though termination Of an employee was in contravention of the prescribed procedure. Compensation instead of
reinstatement was held to be the prudent relief to meet the ends of justice. Moreover, Hon'ble Supreme Court
of India in case titled as District Development Officer & Anr. V/s Satish Kantilal Amrelia, Civil Appeal Nos.
19857-19858 of 2017; decided on 28 November , 2017 has held as follow:

"that the reasons for denying the relief of reinstatement in such cases are obvious, It is
trite law that when the termination is found to be illegal because of non-payment of
retrenchment compensation and notice pay as mandatorily required under Section 25-F of
the Industrial Disputes Act, even after reinstatement, it is always open to the management
to terminate the services of that employee by paying him the retrenchment compensation.
Since such a workman was working on daily-wage basis and even after he is reinstated, he
has no right to seek regularization. Thus he cannot claim regularization and he has no
right to continue even as daily-wage worker, no useful purpose is going to be served in
reinstatement such a workman and he can be given monetary compensation by the Court
itself inasmuch as if he is terminated again after reinstatement, he would receive monetary
compensation only in the form of retrenchment compensation and notice pay. In such a
situation, giving the relief of reinstatement, that too after a long gap, would not serve any
purpose".

In view of above discussed above workman entitled for compensation as he was working on
temporary basis intermittently.
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12. Learned counsel for the workman has also argued that for rendering one year service workman
should be granted Rs.1 lac per year and since the workman has worked for about 20 years and therefore
compensation of Rs.20 lac be awarded to the workman in view of the various judgments of Hon'ble Supreme
Court and Hon'ble High Courts.

13. It is added here that in the present case workman has intermittently worked for about 20 years as
cheque collector as is itself stated by the respondent and keeping in view the above discussed circumstances
and case law titled as Hemant Babruvahan Parchake versus Social Welfare Officer, Somalwar Bhavan,
Mount Road, Sadar, Nagpur and others 201 (4) AIR BomR 781, wherein for 18 months, a sum of
Rs.25,000/- was granted as compensation, workman is granted Rs. 3,33,000/- as compensation.

14, Let copy of this award be sent to the Appropriate Government as required under Section 17 of the
Act for publication.

KAMAL KANT, Presiding Officer

T feeett, 27 974, 2025

F.3T. 528.— =i faars sfaf==m, 1947 (1947 FT 14) FT &7 17 F ATEI0 H, Fweald
avEe e, HIrgarEaR - T qaiawr SHIReT aqea™ 99 (), 78S 96, T4 s,
ARTYR, & YA & Hag ATl ST Agrar=ra, T HaAfd R €9, TEIE, & o= dqae § [ieg
FET @R SHEINE AETEEO-98-99 AW, a9, 99 (§eW §er  (Case
No.CGIT/NGP/01/2024) T ST o stqawes & @ 7971 &, Ta1ia FTdt & ST deald q3ahle &l aiFe
FHIT % AT 27.03.2025 FT I g7 47 |

[}, el - 42025-07-2025-76-EAT (11)]
fefty FHTE, AqL g~

New Delhi, the 27th March, 2025

S.0. 528.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Case No.CGIT/NGP/01/2024) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, Nagpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers
in relation to The Director, CSIR — National Environment Engineering Research Institute (NEERI), Nehru
Marg, Wardha Road, Nagpur, and The General Secretary, NEERI Kanrati Kamgar Sangh,Nagpur, which was
received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 27.03.2025.

[No. L-42025-07-2025-76-IR (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/01/2024 Date: 05.03.2025.
Party No.1: The Director,

CSIR — National Environment Engineering
Research Institute (NEERI), Nehru Marg,
Wardha Road, Nagpur - 440020

V/s.

Party No.2: The General Secretary,
NEERI Kanrati Kamgar Sangh,
Madhugandh’ 5/2, Somvari Peth,
Budhvar Bazar Road, In Front of
ESIC Hospital, Nagpur - 440020
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AWARD
(Dated: 05" March, 2025)

In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (5) of Section 12 read with sub-section (2A) of Section 10
of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in short), the Central Government has referred the industrial
dispute between the employers, in relation to the management of CISR-National Environmental Engineering Research
Institute (NEERI), Nagpur and their workmen, for adjudication, as per letter No. 24(56)/2023-IR dated 11.01.2024,
with the following schedule:-

“Whether the action of the management of CSIR-National Environmental Engineering Research
Institute (NEERI), Nagpur through its Director in terminating the contract workers from their job
through contractors on attaining the age of 60 years without giving notice even though they are
healthy is legal and justified in the eye of law or not? If not, what relief the workmen of the union are
entitled to?”

2. Case called out. Both the parties are absent. From perusal of record, it is apparent that notices to the General
Secretary NEERI and Director CSIR- National Environment Engineering Research Institute (NEERI) have been
served but after service of notices, both the parties are not present since very beginning of the case. No statement of
claim and written statement have been filed by the parties respectively till date. No other evidence has been filed by
the petitioner to establish his claim. Claim of the petitioner is not proved. So it is closed.

Hence, it is ordered:
ORDER

The action of the management of CSIR-National Environmental Engineering Research Institute
(NEERI), Nagpur through its Director in terminating the contract workers from their job through contractors
on attaining the age of 60 years without giving notice even though they are healthy is legal and justified in the
eye of law. The workmen do not entitled to any relief.

Justice (retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer
TS fawett, 27 14, 2025

F.3T. 529.— st faars sfafaaw, 1947 (1947 &7 14) &t &= 17 F AALT |, Fweald
AEHR 3T ATISE, ATHATATA, TF AGIMEEH, TLEAT, ST AT, AR ; 3T HSA SATHIT,
fTaTATH, T ATHIAQT, ST AT, ARG, F TILTT F GG (FITSTh1 ST ST AT, FETL,F S
aqag ¥ e FHw a@r denfes [Arfisr-ag-aw A, aEE  =eEed §@r (Case
No.CGIT/NGP/35/2016-17) & ST T siqeras ® fR@aT 37 €, TaTied FTdl § ST el TEhTT ol
qite T = 19 27.03.2025 FT ITH g3 7 |

[}. T - 40012/21/2016- 37T 3R ()]

&= T TR, sEw atea
New Delhi, the 27th March, 2025

S.0. 529.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Case CGIT/NGP/35/2016-17) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, Nagpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers
in relation to The Dy. General Manager, BSNL, O/o Principal General Manager, Telecom, Zero Miles, Nagpur
; The Sub Divisional Engineer, BSNL, O/o Principal Engineer, Zero Miles, Nagpur, and Shri Ajay, Worker,

which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 27.03.2025.
[No. L-40012/21/2016- IR (DU)]

DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIVV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/35/2016-17 Date: 13.03.2025.
Party No.1: 1) The Dy. General Manager,

BSNL, O/o Principal General Manager, Telecom,
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Zero Miles,
Nagpur.

2) The Sub Divisional Engineer,
BSNL, O/o Principal Engineer,
Zero Miles,

Nagpur.
VIs.
Party No.2:

Sh. Ajay S/o Arun Sonwane

r/o Plot No. 26, Uttam Nagar, Gorewada Road,

Nagpur - 13

AWARD
(Dated: 13th March, 2025)

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in short), the Central Government has referred the industrial
dispute between the employers, in relation to the management of BSNL, Nagpur through its Dy. General Manager
(Administration) & Sub Divisional Engineer and their workman Shri Ajay s/o Arun Sonwane for adjudication, as per
letter No. L-40012/21/2016 (IR(DU)) dated 01.03.2017, with the following schedule:-

“Whether the action of the management of BSNL, Nagpur through its Dy. General Manager
(Administration) & Sub Divisional Engineer, in terminating the services of workman namely Sh. Ajay s/o Arun
Sonwane r/o Nagpur w.e.f. 01.01.2009 is legal and justified. If not, to what relief the workman entitled to?”

2. Case called out. Learned Counsel for the respondent is present before the Court. Petitioner is not responding
and attending the Court since 29/10/2020. Although statement of claim and written statement have been filed by the
parties respectively but no evidence has been filed by the petitioner to prove his claim till date. Petitioner is not
appearing before the Court since long back. It appears that petitioner is not interested to contest the case. Claim of the
petitioner is not proved. So, it is closed.

Hence, it is ordered:
ORDER

The action of the management of BSNL, Nagpur through its Dy. General Manager (Administration) &
Sub Divisional Engineer, in terminating the services of workman namely Sh. Ajay s/o Arun Sonwane r/o
Nagpur w.e.f. 01.01.2009 is legal and justified. The workman is not entitled to any relief.

Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer
TS fawett, 27 14, 2025

F.3M. 530, —=nia f@are afa=aw, 1947 (1947 FT1 14) & =T 17 F ATEI H, Feald
qEHT HEgTaE®, e fied, saEdt U, =gy, SEady, & Taea & qa4 s o7 g,
AT SRR oY, |8 Aemg 8 =96y, 9gTaealT, =AY, SHEdt, & fi= ey § e w6y a3
HrRNfF AATRHR-ag-90 A, Y, Y91E (3 & (Case No. CGIT/NGP/34/2021-22)
T ST T Srera & Q@ T §, Y19 Tt & ST shea I TLhTY M 9i%e FHdT & a1 27.03.2025 Fr
ST g AT |

[}. Tet -42011/73/2022- 38 R (317)]

&= T TR, sEw at=a
New Delhi, the 27th March, 2025

S.0. 530.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Case CGIT/NGP/34/2021-22) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, Nagpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers
in relation to The General Manager, Finlay Mills, Amravati Road, Achalpur, Amravati, and The Secretary,
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Girni Kamgar Sangh, C/o Vilas B. Chavre, Mahirabpura, Achalpur, Amravati , which was received along
with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 27.03.2025.

[No. L-42011/73/2022- IR (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE

BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No. CGIT/NGP/34/2021-22 Date: 06.03.2025.
Party No.1: The General Manager,

Finlay Mills, Amravati Road,
Achalpur, Amravati — 444805.

V/s.

Party No.2:
The Secretary, Girni Kamgar Sangh,

C/o Vilas B. Chavre, Mahirabpura, Achalpur,
Amravati — 444806.

AWARD
(Dated: 06th February, 2025)

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in short), the Central Government has referred the industrial
dispute between the employers, in relation to the management of Finlay Mills, Achalpur, District Amravati,
Maharashtra and their workman through Girni Kamgar Sangh, for adjudication, as per letter No. L-42011/73/2022
(IR(DV)) dated 16.03.2022, with the following schedule:-

“Whether the demands of Girni Kamgar Sangh, Amravati vide letter dated 30.04.2021 against the
management of Finlay Mills, Achalpur, District Amravati, Maharashtra for opening of Finlay Mills and
payment of salary/wages without deduction to the workers are proper, legal and justified? If yes, to what relief
the Union is entitled and what directions are necessary in the matter?”

2. Case called out. Both the parties are absent. Both the parties are not responding and attending the Court
since 05/08/2022. One application dated 28/04/2022 has been moved by the respondent for grant of permission to
engage legal practitioner on behalf of the respondent but none is present to press this application today in the Court.
Hence this application is hereby rejected being not pressed. Despite of several opportunities given to the petitioner for
filing statement of claim, petitioner is failed to file his statement of claim till date. No other evidence has been
adduced by the petitioner to prove his claim. Petitioner is not attending the Court since long back. It appears that he
does not want to contest the case. Claim of the petitioner is not proved. So, it is closed.

Hence, it is ordered:
ORDER

The demands of Girni Kamgar Sangh, Amravati vide letter dated 30.04.2021 against the management
of Finlay Mills, Achalpur, District Amravati, Maharashtra for opening of Finlay Mills and payment of
salary/wages without deduction to the workers are improper, illegal and unjustified. The workman/Union is
not entitled to any relief.

Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer
7 faeey, 27 W14, 2025

F.3T. 531, —ents fEare afa@aw, 1947 (1947 FT1 14) FT &7 17 F ATEI0 H, Feald
aeeTe fAer, AT Wieft arer stenfhiEr deme, FEarEl, TEEEE, 99, 99 (TH.OE), §
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TEAT F Hag M ST St e IR 91ed, R, S aqag § Ay e e
SN ARATEF-ag-91 MY, TR, =e(H@IH 96T (Case No.CGIT/NGP/39/2013-14) =T
ST T Seas® # ST T 8T FAT § ST hea T ST &l qrFe Hidr & 91 27.03.2025 Fr
ST 3T T |

[¥. T - 42012/29/2013-3TEATE ()]

=T T, sEw atea
New Delhi, the 27th March, 2025

S.0. 531—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Case CGIT/NGP/39/2013-14) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, Nagpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers
in relation to The Director, Mahatma Gandhi Institute for Rural Industrialization, Maganwadi, Ramnagar,
Pavnar, Wardha (M.S), and Shri Vasudeo Arunrao Satone,Worker, which was received along with soft copy of
the award by the Central Government on 27.03.2025.

[No. L-42012/29/2013-IR (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOURT COURT, NAGPUR

Case No. CGIT/NGP/39/2013-14 Date: 28.02.2025.
Party No.1: The Director,

Mahatma Gandhi Institute for Rural Industrialization,
Maganwadi, Ramnagar, Pavnar,
Wardha (MS) — 442001.

V/s.

Party No.2: Shri Vasudeo Arunrao Satone
Ward No. 2, At & PO: Pavnar,
Wardha (MS) -442001/
AWARD

(Dated: 28th February, 2025)

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in short), the Central Government has referred the industrial
dispute between the employers, in relation to the management of Mahatma Gandhi Institute for Rural Industrialization
and their workman, Shri Vasudeo Arunrao Satone for adjudication, as per letter No.L-42012/29/2013-IR (DU) dated
12.07.2013, with the following schedule:-

“Whether the action of the management of Mahatma Gandhi Institute for Rural Industrialization
Wardha in terminating the services of Shri Vasudeo Arunrao Satone from 21.12.2011 from the post of
Attendant is just fair & Legal? To what relief the applicant is entitled to?”

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were noticed to file their respective statement of claim and written
statement, by registered post with acknowledge due. In regard to which the petitioner/claimant filed statement of
claim and management filed written statement.

3. Today the case called out. Learned Counsel for the Respondent Ms. Gargee Bhai holding for Advocate
Aathle is present before the court. None appeared on behalf of the petitioner before the court. Petitioner is not
responding and attending the court since 15.05.2020 i.e. from last five years. Petitioner has filed rejoinder. From
perusal of record it is also apparent that petitioner has filed his affidavit as evidence but petitioner has not come to the
court to prove the contentions of the affidavit as well as the contentions of the statement of claim. No other evidence
has been filed by the petitioner to prove his claim. As the petitioner is not coming to the court it appears that
petitioner is not interested to contest the case and do not want to proceed with the reference, so it is closed.

The case of the petitioner is not proved.
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Hence, it is ordered:
ORDER

The action of the management of Mahatma Gandhi Institute for Rural Industrialization Wardha in
terminating the services of Shri Vasudeo Arunrao Satone from 21.12.2011 from the post of Attendant is just
fair & Legal. The applicant Shri Vasudeo Arunrao Satone is not entitled to any relief.

(Justice (retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer

< faeett, 1 anliel, 2025

T3, 532.—safies  fdarg SR 1947 (a1947 &7 14) BT ORI 17 & A0 H
Hud WHR ¥dd 9l @ Jeuds, dag Maeal iR S96 FHARI & 919 ey # fafdse
St f9aTq # Hig ARGR iEfie ST / 519 RTad ANYR & GaTe (20 /2014-15)
BT T BT B |

[H. U - 41011/64/2014- 378 3R (d1-1)]
AT, 3T Fzer®

New Delhi, the 1st April, 2025

S.0. 532.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.20/2014-15) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of _Railway Board their
workmen.

[No. L-41011/64/2014- IR(B-1)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/20/2014-15 Date: 06.03.2025.
Party No.1: The Chairman,

Railway Board,

Rail Bhawan,

New Delhi-110001.
V/s.

Party No.2:
Shri S.K. Shukla, Executive Vice President,

All India Guards Council, 69-R.P.T.S. Road,
Surendra Nagar, Nagpur-440015.

AWARD
(Dated: 06" February, 2025)

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in short), the Central Government has referred the industrial
dispute between the employers, in relation to the management of Railway Board, New Delhi and their workmen, for
adjudication, as per letter No. L-41011/64/2014 (IR(B-1)) dated 01.09.2014, with the following schedule:-

“Whether the action of the Chairman, Railway Board, New Delhi in denying in granting grade pay to
Traffic Running Staff, is just fair & legal? If not, to what relief the workmen concerned are entitled to?”

2. Case called out. Both the parties are absent. One order has been passed by this Court on 19/11/2019, in
which, authority is directed to adduce the documents on record but after 19/11/2019 neither petitioner nor respondent
is responding and attending the Court. Respondent has not placed the documents on record till date. Simultaneously,
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petitioner is not coming to the Court to contest the case. Although petitioner as well as respondent have filed their
statement of claim and written statement respectively. Petitioner has filed his affidavit as evidence but petitioner has
not come to the Court to prove the contents of the affidavit as well as contents of the claim petition. No other
evidence has been adduced by the petitioner to prove his case. Claim of the petitioner is not proved. So it is closed.

Hence, it is ordered:
ORDER

The action of the Chairman, Railway Board, New Delhi in denying in granting grade pay to Traffic
Running Staff, is just fair & legal. The workmen are not entitled to any relief.

(Justice (retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer

% feeett, 1 adidt, 2025

H1.30. 533, —3faifis  faarg =, 1947 (1947 &1 14) & ORT 17 @& SFAROT H
DU WRAR _AF A HEE & Jaedd, g FANdl AR SHd HGRI B 9 e
H Afde fafie faae § o< RAR Hafie  AH0T /3™ A™ed IRYR. & g491e
(42 /2011-12) THI{Td HRell 2 |

[|. Tef - 12012/38/2011-31T8 3R (d1-11)]

gert, 37 A9

New Delhi, the 1st April, 2025

S.0. 533.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.42/2011-12) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Nagpur_as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Bank of Maharashtra
their workmen.

[No. L-12012/38/2011- IR(B-I1)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/42/2011-12 Date: 03.03.2025
Party No.1: The Assistant General Manager,

Bank of Maharashtra, Amravati Region,
Lahanuji Nagar, Near Atul Mangal Karlaya

Amravati
VIs.
Party No.2: Shri Rajesh S/o Vishwanath Gudadhe,
R/o At and Post — Chandrapur
Tehsil — Daryapur,
District - Amravati
AWARD

(Dated: 03rd March, 2025)

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in short), the Central Government has referred the industrial
dispute between the employers, in relation to the management of Bank of Maharashtra, Amravati Branch and their
workman, Shri. Shri Rajesh S/o Vishwanath fudadhe for adjudication, as per letter No. L-12012/38/2011 (IR(B-I1))
dated 23.01.2012, with the following schedule:-
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“Whether the action of management of Bank of Maharashtra, Amravati Branch is proper & justified
in terminating the service of Shri Rajesh S/o Vishwanath fudadhe w.e.f. 01.04.2009 in spite of
completion of 240 days in a year without observing the procedure laid down under Sec. 25-F of the ID
Act,? What relief the workman is entitled to?”

2. Case called out. Both the parties are absent. Both the parties are not responding and attending the Court
since 20/03/2020. Only on 06/12/2021 and 28/12/2021 Counsel for the management was present but petitioner was
still not present on that dates. Although statement of claim and written statement have been filed by the parties
respectively. Petitioner has also filed an affidavit in support of his contents alleged in statement of claim. It is also
alleged that party no. 2, workman was never been appointed as Part Time Sub Staff on permanent basis. Therefore,
question does not arise for termination of his service, either orally or in writing. It is submitted that he was engaged as
Part Time Sub Staff. Party no. 2 was engaged on temporary basis and as such on completion of the temporary work,
his services are automatically comes to an end. Party no. 2 has not even completed more than 240 days continuous
service with the bank during period of 12 months preceding the date of termination. Therefore he is not entitled for
reinstatement in service but contrary to it, it is alleged by the petitioner that he worked at Chandikapur Branch of
Bank of Maharashtra as part time sub staff from 11/04/2007 to April 2009. He has also alleged that there was a
permanent vacancy of part time sub staff at Chandikapur Branch and appointed as permanent staff. It is also alleged
that he has joined this duty from 02/02/2008 and his name was entered on Muster roll after the name of one Shri.
Swarge. It is also alleged that due to his experience in the bank working from 01/07/2007 to 31/01/2008 and after his
name sponsored through employment exchange and subsequent selection after due interview, he was appointed in the
bank from 01/02/2008 to fill in permanent vacancy of part time sub staff. But in his cross examination witness Shri.
Rajesh has stated that he worked at Chandikapur Branch of Bank of Maharashtra during period from 01/07/2007 to
01/04/2009 i.e. near about one year & nine months but he has admitted that in his representation Exhibit W-XII does
not show the acknowledgement of any of the authority of the Bank in acknowledgement of receipt of the same. He
has also admitted in his cross examination that it is a fact that Exhibit W-I11 is an office order regarding his temporary
appointment as PTS from 04/10/2007 to 30/10/2007. It is a fact that in Exhibit W-I11, it has been mentioned that after
30/10/2007, his engagement will be terminated automatically. It is a fact that in Exhibit W-IX also, it has been
mentioned that he was appointed as waiting PTS. He has admitted that it is true to say that on the date of filing his
statement of claim he had already crossed the age of 33 years.

From perusal of evidence adduced by both the parties it is apparent that workman Mr. Rajesh has clearly
admitted in his cross examination that he worked with party no. 01, Bank at their Chandikapur Branch for the period
from 04/10/2007 to 30/10/2007.

Learned Counsel for the management has stated in his written notes of argument that one Gyneshwar Mahadeorao
Nimkar of Tarapur quarreled with him. The factual position was that party no. 02 demanded Rs.500/- from
Gyneshwar Mahadeorao Nimkar towards collection and payment of cheque under Indira Awas Gharkul Yojana,
thereafter, lodged a police complaint against party no. 02. Thereafter the preliminary enquiry was conducted against
party no. 02 and he was found guilty. Due to such action of party no. 02 he tried to spoil the image of the Bank and
Bank lost confidence in him. Party no. 02 was not permanent employee. There was no necessity to issue him notice of
30 days or notice pay in lieu of notice and other compensation, as contemplated under Section 25-F of ID Act. Party
no 01 has filed his evidence on affidavit, however, the witness of the management was not cross examined by the
party no. 02 and as such the submission of the party no. 01 went unchallenged.

Petitioner, party no. 02 himself has admitted that his employment was temporary. It is also admitted by him
that after 30/10/2007 his engagement/appointment will be terminated automatically. He had already crossed the age of
33 years. He is unable to establish that he has worked for 240 days continuously uninterrupted and his appointment
was regular appointment in lieu of permanent vacancy of Part Time Sub Staff. Therefore, there is no need of
termination of his services either orally or in writing. He was engaged on temporary basis and such on completion of
the temporary work his services are automatically comes to an end. Petitioner has not given any other evidence to
establish his claim. Claim of the petitioner is not proved. In view of the above, party no. 02 is not entitled for
reinstatement and back wages as he is in gainful employment.

Hence, it is ordered:
ORDER

The action of management of Bank of Maharashtra, Amravati Branch is proper & justified in
terminating the service of Shri Rajesh S/o Vishwanath fudadhe w.e.f. 01.04.2009 in spite of completion of 240
days in a year without observing the procedure laid down under Sec. 25-F of the ID Act. The workman is not
entitled to any relief.

Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer
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< faeett, 1 anlier, 2025

FAT. 534, —=F faare AT 1047 (1947 @71 14 ) B I 17 & JTEWRT H

WIR Ved S B Jeud, Adg FHAE AR S8 FHARI B O ordy # ffde sienfE fae
HET WRER AT ARG/ 319 ~aTerd APYR $ vare (19/2014-15) Garfrd well 2 |

[5. Uel - 41011/63/2014-31T 3R (§1-1)]
garr, 37 Ao

New Delhi, the 1st April, 2025

S.0. 534.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 19/2014-15) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Nagpur_as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Railway Board their
workmen.

[No. L-41011/63/2014- IR(B-1)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/19/2014-15 Date: 06.03.2025.
Party No.1: The Chairman,

Railway Board,
Rail Bhawan,
New Delhi-110001.
VIs.

Party No.2:
Shri S.K. Shukla, Executive Vice President,

All India Guards Council, 69-R.P.T.S. Road,
Surendra Nagar, Nagpur-440015.
AWARD
(Dated: 06 February, 2025)

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in short), the Central Government has referred the industrial
dispute between the employers, in relation to the management of Railway Board, New Delhi and their workmen, for
adjudication, as per letter No. L-41011/63/2014 (IR(B-1)) dated 01.09.2014, with the following schedule:-

“Whether the action of the Chairman, Railway Board, New Delhi in denying additional allowance to
Passenger Guard, is just fair & legal? If not, to what relief the workmen concerned are entitled to?”

2. Case called out. Both the parties are absent. One order has been passed by this Court on 19/11/2019, in
which, authority is directed to adduce the documents on record but after 19/11/2019 neither petitioner nor respondent
is responding and attending the Court. Respondent has not placed the documents on record till date. Simultaneously,
petitioner is not coming to the Court to contest the case. Although petitioner as well as respondent have filed their
statement of claim and written statement respectively. Petitioner has filed his affidavit as evidence but petitioner has
not come to the Court to prove the contents of the affidavit as well as contents of the claim petition. No other
evidence has been adduced by the petitioner to prove his case. Claim of the petitioner is not proved. So it is closed.

Hence, it is ordered:
ORDER

The action of the Chairman, Railway Board, New Delhi in denying additional allowance to Passenger
Guard, is just fair & legal. The workmen are not entitled to any relief.

Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer
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% faeett, 1 anier, 2025
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[€. Tt -41011/62/2014- 37T 3R (§1-1)]
AT, 3T Ferd

New Delhi, the 1st April, 2025

S.0. 535.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.18/2014-15) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Nagpur_as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Railway Board their
workmen.

[No. L-41011/62/2014- IR (B-1)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/18/2014-15 Date: 06.03.2025.
Party No.1: The Chairman,

Railway Board,

Rail Bhawan,

New Delhi-110001.

Vis.

Party No.2: 1) The General Secretary,

All India Railwaymen Men’s Federation,

New Delhi.

2) The Office Secretary,

National Federation of Indian Railwaymen,
3,Chelmsford Road,
New Delhi-110055.

3) Shri S.K. Shukla, Executive Vice President,
All India Guards Council, 69-R.P.T.S. Road,
Surendra Nagar, Nagpur-440015.

AWARD
(Dated: 06th February, 2025)

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in short), the Central Government has referred the industrial
dispute between the employers, in relation to the management of Railway Board, New Delhi and their workmen, for
adjudication, as per letter No. L-41011/62/2014 (IR(B-1)) dated 01.09.2014, with the following schedule:-

“Whether the action of the management of Railway Board, New Delhi in denying the claim of Union of
All India Guards Council, Nagpur for fixing Millage rates paid to running staff working Indian Railways as
per recommendation of Bhalla Committee is just fair & legal? If not, to what relief the running staff is entitled
to?”

2. Case called out. Both the parties are absent. One order has been passed by this Court on 19/11/2019, in
which, authority is directed to adduce the documents on record but after 19/11/2019 neither petitioner nor respondent
is responding and attending the Court. Respondent has not placed the documents on record till date. Simultaneously,
petitioner is not coming to the Court to contest the case. Although petitioner as well as respondent have filed their
statement of claim and written statement respectively. Petitioner has filed his affidavit as evidence but petitioner has
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not come to the Court to prove the contents of the affidavit as well as contents of the claim petition. No other
evidence has been adduced by the petitioner to prove his case. Claim of the petitioner is not proved. So it is closed.

Hence, it is ordered:
ORDER

The action of the management of Railway Board, New Delhi in denying the claim of Union of All India
Guards Council, Nagpur for fixing Millage rates paid to running staff working Indian Railways as per
recommendation of Bhalla Committee is just fair & legal. The workmen are not entitled to any relief.

(Justice (retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer
75 fawedt, 1 o, 2025

HT.3M. 536.—f=ifw fdare fAf=m 1947 (1947 &7 14 ) & ORT 17 & SFFEROT H
Bl RPN IATs S df e db fof & yderda, Gag fAAsidl 3R S9d HHBRI & a
ey H Mfde sienfie e 4 $ WRER f=nfF aH /5™ <FRed AR &
game (08/2020-21) ywhi™ra el 7 |

[/. Tel 12011/13/2020- 3§ AR (F-1)]
qAMT, 37 e

New Delhi, the 1st April, 2025

S.0. 536—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.08/2020-21) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of _IDBI Bank Ltd.
their workmen.

[No. 12011/13/2020- IR(B-1)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/08/2020-21 Date: 06.03.2025.
Party No.1: 1) The Executive Director,

IDBI Bank Ltd, Head Office, IDBI Towers,
WTC Complex, Cuffe Parade,
Mumbai — 440005

2) The General Manager,
IDBI Bank Ltd, Zonal Office,
Salasar Prestige, 1% Floor, Plot No. 1/A,
WHC Road, Dharampeth,
Nagpur —440010.

Vis.
Party No.2:

The General Secretary,
IDBI Bank contract Employee’s
Association, Maharashtra, Chandrakant
Dhuru Wadi, V.S. Marg, Agar, Bazar,
R.No. 7, Dadar (W), Mumbai — 400028.

AWARD
(Dated: 06th March, 2025)

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in short), the Central Government has referred the industrial
dispute between the employers, in relation to the management of IDBI Bank Ltd., Mumbai and their workmen, for
adjudication, as per letter No. L-12011/13/2020 (IR(B-1)) dated 16.07.2020, with the following schedule:—
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“Whether the demand of Union IDBI Bank Contract Employee’s Association, Maharashtra, for
regularization of 35 workers (list enclosed) working with management of IDBI Bank Ltd., Mumbai, is
legal and justified? If yes, what relief the workmen are entitled to?”

2. Case called out. Both the parties are not responding and attending the Court since long back i.e. 13/07/2021.
From Perusal of record, it is apparent that after registration of the case, notices have been sent to the parties. After
service of notices, no one is present on behalf of the petitioner but some time Counsel for the respondent has come to
the Court. Petitioner as well as respondent have not filed their respective statement of claim and written statement. No
other evidence has been filed by the petitioner to prove his claim. Petitioner is not coming to the Court since long
back. It appears that he does not want to contest the case. Claim of the petitioner is not proved. So, it is closed.

Hence, it is ordered:
ORDER

The demand of Union IDBI Bank Contract Employee’s Association, Maharashtra, for regularization
of 35 workers (list enclosed) working with management of IDBI Bank Ltd., Mumbai, is illegal and unjustified.
The workmen are not entitled to any relief.

(Justice (retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer

T feett, 1 anliel, 2025

#1387, 537.—3=  fdare Af=gq 1947 (1947 &1 14 ) BT IRT 17 & ARV H
PR AR €T 9@ A% ufedrer & ydedd, dag Faedl IR S96 Rl & 99
e # Mfde e fdae 4 $= WBR =T SeHR /51 AR JShE A 1
@ Yare (06/2015) Y1 d Hxall ® |

[7. el - 12012/92/2012- 31T IR (-1)]

gert, 37 He9rh

New Delhi, the 1st April, 2025

S.0. 537.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.06/2015) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Chandigarh-1, as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of _State Bank of
Patiala their workmen.

[No. L-12012/92/2012- IR(B-1)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR
COURT-I, CHANDIGARH.

Presiding Officer: Sh. Brajesh Kumar Gautam.

ID No0.06/2015
Registered On: 05.05.2015

Veer Singh S/o Sh. Jeet Ram, C/o Office BMS, HE 1232, Phase-1, Mohali, Distt-Mohali, Mohali
(Chandigarh).

........... Workman
Versus

Assistant General Manager-I(P), State Bank of Patiala, Branch Zonal Office, Patiala (Punjab).

........ Management
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AWARD
Passed On: 05.02.2025

1. The present case had arisen on a reference dated 30.04.2015 received from Ministry of Labour Government
of India as follows:

Central Government vide Notification No. L-12012/92/2012-1R(B-1) dated 30.04.2015, under clause (d) of
Sub-Section (1) sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (hereinafter called
the Act), has referred the following Industrial dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal:-

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank of Patiala in terminating the services of Shri Veer Singh
w.e.f. 20.4.11 is just and legal? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to”

2. During the hearing of the present case a settlement was arrived between the workman Sh. VVeer Singh and the
management of State Bank of Patiala (Since merged with State Bank of India) on 25.09.2024 and as per said
settlement management had agreed to pay Rs.3,50,000/- (Rupees Three Lacs and Fifty Thousand only) as lump-sum
full and final compensation subject to approval by the competent authority. Since, settlement on 25.09.2024 the case
was pending for due approval from the competent authority which has been finally done. Today a bank demand draft
N0.452759 dated 03.02.2025 issued by State Bank of India, RBO-3, Patiala for an amount of Rs.3,50,000/- (Rupees
Three Lacs Fifty Thousand Only) has been submitted before this Court, which has been received by the workman Sh.
Veer Singh personally. In token of presenting the draft by the Management and receiving the same by the workman
short statements of Sh. Rajesh Mishra (Deputy Manager) for Management and Sh. Veer Singh (Workman) is also
taken down and same has been kept on record.

3. Since the matter is settled now there remains nothing to be decided on merit and therefore the present
Industrial Dispute arisen out of Reference No. L-12012/92/2012-IR(B-1) dated 30.04.2015 stands disposed off in
terms of settlement between the parties.

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

B.K. GAUTAM, Presiding Officer
72 faeett, 1 3, 2025

FT.AT. 538.—3IF  faare afdifFrem, 1047 (1947 BT 14) B GRT 17 B SRRV § BEIT AR
FOT s FRuior AT & veaas, dag Frioe! ok o8 PHeRT & 4 amey § Fidwe ST e
¥ B IR ATE ARIBRIT /51 =rIrerd F.-11 faeell @ dare (279/2021) gebi™rea d=ell & |

[, Te - 12025/01/2025- a1E 3R (§1-1)-42]
geTT, 37 2R

New Delhi, the 1st April, 2025

S.0. 538.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 279/2021) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
No. - 11 Delhi_as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of _Central Public
Work Department and their workmen.

[No. L-12025/01/2025- IR(B-1)-42]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE

BEFORE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM —
LABOUR COURT NO. Il, NEW DELHI

ID No. 279/2021
Sh. Mohan Prakash vs. C.P.W.D.

Sh. Mohan Prakash Singh, S/o Sh. Rati Ram Singhal,
Through- The president Sh. Hukum Chand, CPWD

Karamchari Union, Babu Lal Ji Complex, Shop No.-04,
Gurgaon Road, Opposite Bus Stand, Gurgaon, Haryana-122001.

...Applicant/Claimant
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Versus
The Director General,
Central Public Work Department,
Nirman Bhawan, New Delhi-110011.

The Director of Personal, P.W.D.,
12" Floor, MSO Building (P.W.D. H.Q.)
I.T.O., New Delhi-110002.
...Managements/respondents

Counsels:
For Applicant/ Claimant:
None for the claimant.

For Managements/ Respondents:
Sh. Lalit Mohan, representative for the management.
Item No.- 31
I.D. No. 279/2021
13th February 2025

Present:
None for the claimant.
Sh. Lalit Mohan, UDC for management.

The representative present on behalf of the management has produced the documents in regard to the
contract for the year 2017-18 for providing services of Data Entry Operators, messengers, Staff car drivers, M.T.S.
etc., which was awarded to Sh. Kuldeep Kumar. He submits that the claimant was engaged through the contractor
only for a year. Thereafter, a regular driver from the department replaced him.

Record perused. The claimant had moved an application U/s 2-A of I.D. Act, 1947 submitting that he had
worked for Director General C.P.W.D. and Director of personal (P.W.D.). He further submitted that he had requested
the management to regularize his services, but the management got annoyed with the request and terminated his
services.

On 02.09.2024, AR for the claimant had admitted upon enquiry that the claimant’s salary used to be paid
through the contractor. However, he didn’t implead the contractor in this matter.

Considering the fact that the claimant has not appeared thereafter to pursue his claim, the matter stands dismissed
due to lack of prosecution. The award is passed accordingly. A copy of this award is sent to appropriate government
for notification under section 17 of the 1.D. Act. The file is consigned to record room.

ATUL KUMAR GARG, Presiding Officer
Dated 13.02.2025

7% faeeft, 1 aidl, 2025

T3, 539.—=nT fFare stferfaam, 1947 (1947 FT1 14) #F 9T 17 F ATHT H, Fead
IER AEY 9109, 0.0 &, (Fieae); qarad AMeadt Sith THENUA & TeaqT & a5 It i
ft mfdar RAfer F A= srgay & fAfde F=h aw et sfder & s =y, qa@Es, /= ie
(R .- 22/2017) 7 ST o Sqera § @ 3T 8, THRIiad Fcdl § ST hea (T TR Hl qI% HidT
% AT 01.04.2025 T ITH e T |

[§. $=-16025/04/2025-3T53(TH)-20]
&= T AR, sEw at=a

New Delhi, the 1st April, 2025

S.0. 539.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 22/2017) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
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cum Labour Court, Bhubaneswar as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to M/s P.S.H.L.T. (Contractor); Bhubaneswari OSP of MCL and Shri Gobinda Tiria which was received
along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 01.04.2025.

[No. Z-16025/04/2025-IR(M)-20]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT
BHUBANESWAR

Present:

Sri Dinesh Kumar Singh,

Presiding Officer, C.G.1.T.-cum-Labour Court,

Bhubaneswar.

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 22/2017
Date of Passing Order — 24" December, 2024

Between :-

1. The Manager,

M/s. P.S.H.L.T. (Contractor),

At./Po. Dera, Talcher,

Dist. Angul, Odisha.

2. The General Manager,

Bhubaneswari OCP of MCL,

At./Po. Dera, Talcher,

Dist. Angul (Odisha).

1st Party-Managements.
(And)

Gobinda Tiria,

At./Po. Gobara, P.S. Bikrampur, Talcher,

Angul, Odisha.

Applicant-Workman.

Appearances:

None. For the 1% Party-Managements.

None. For the Applicant-Workman.

ORDER

The applicant-workman has filed an application under section 2-A(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act (herein-
after referred as an act).

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

He had worked for more than 13 years as a high skilled worker as an Heavy Vehicle Driver uninterruptedly
and continuously under the direct control of the Management No. 2 through vendor contractor. His work was being
supervised by the officials of the Management No. 2. He was getting less wages than the minimum wages prescribed
from time to time. He was never paid bonus throughout his service period although he was legally entitled to. The 1
Party-Management No. 1 was always irregular in making payment to him. The Managements always reluctant to
provide minimum facilities. He had insisted for payment of wages at par with counterpart on regular roll, the 1%
Party-Management No. 2 illegally and arbitrarily retrenched him on dated 14.06.2016 without giving any prior notice
and retrenchment benefits. He raised a dispute before the labour machinery and when the conciliation proceeding was
delayed, he preferred the present application under section 2-A(2) of the Act.

He has prayed for direction to the Managements to reinstate him in service with full back wages and other
benefits applicable under law.

3. The 1st Party-Management No. 2 appeared and filed its written statement denying entire averments of the
applicant-workman.
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The 1st Party-Management No. 2 in its written statement has taken a stand that the present case
is not maintainable in law more particularly against them. There is no relationship of employer and
employee between them and with the applicant-workman. The applicant was never recruited through any
recruitment process and no appointment letter was issued. The Management No. 2 never paid any wages
to the applicant workman directly as he was the employee of the contractor. The Management No. 2 has
also submitted that the contractor Management No. 1.

The Management no. 1 has not appeared and has not filed any written statement in this case.

4. Applicant-workman is asked to prove his case. However, despite providing a number of opportunities,
applicant-workman has not turned up to prove his claim. As the applicant-workman has not turned up for proving his
case, his claim stands dismissed.

5. Order is passed accordingly.

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

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

T feett, 1 anliel, 2025

F.3T. 540.—sf=tes Fame afa@aw, 1947 (1947 &1 14) &t a7 17 & A9 H, Feaid
T AGE Al [T % yaeds & dag It T arasr TSt §9 % S aqay § Afde
FAT GLER AR AR TF qH A, o=, 99e (R 7.- 03/2019) &1 s4r &
FqAUF H Q@ AT &, THRIAT FLAT & S Fesl T LA w0 F(%e FAT % 77 01.04.2025 F1 G717
gAT AT |

[/, T -43011/03/2018-3E3(TH)]
=T AR, @7 atea

New Delhi, the 1st April, 2025

S.0. 540.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 03/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court, Bhubaneswar as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to M/s NALCO Limited and NALCO Employees Sangh which was received along with soft copy of the
award by the Central Government on 01.04.2025.

[No. L-43011/03/2018-1R(M)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT
BHUBANESWAR

Present:

Sri Dinesh Kumar Singh,
Presiding Officer, C.G.1.T.-cum-LabourCourt,
Bhubaneswar.

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 03/2019
Date of Passing Order — 24th December, 2024

Between :-

The General Manager (S&P),
M/s. NALCO Ltd., P.O. Nalco Nagar,
District — Angul (Odisha) — 759 145

1%t Party-Management.
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(And)
The General Secretary, Nalco Employees
Sangh, Post — Nalco Nagar, District — Angul,
(Odisha) — 759 145.
2" Party-Union.

Appearances:
None. For the 1% Party-Management.
None. For the 2™ Party-Union.
ORDER

In the present case, a reference was received from the Under Secretary to the Government of India, Ministry
of Labour & Employment, New Delhi vide order No. L-43011/03/2018 — IR(M), dated 21.12.2018 under clause (d) of
sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for adjudication of a dispute,
under the following schedule:-

“Whether the enquiry proceeding by the management of National Aluminium Co. Ltd., Odisha against
the workman Shri Krushna Singh Junka is vitiated? If yes, what relief the workman is entitled to?”

2. In the reference order, the Under Secretary to Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment, New
Delhi commanded the parties raising the dispute to file statement of claim, complete with relevant documents, list of
reliance and witnesses with this Tribunal within 15 days of receipt of the reference order and to forward a copy of
such statement of claim to each one of the opposite parties involved in the dispute.

3. Despite directions so given, no statement of claim is received from the 2" party-Union.

4. On receipt of the above reference, notice was sent to the 2" Party-Union on 21.01.2020, 16.03.2020,
03.04.2023 and lastly on dated 08.05.2023 for appearance and for filing of statement of claim. Neither the postal
article sent to the 2™ Party-Union, referred to above, was received back nor was it observed by the Tribunal that
postal services remained unserved in the period, referred to above. Therefore, every presumption lies in favour of the
fact that the above notices were served upon the 2" Party-Union. Despite service of the notice, the 2" Party-Union
opted to abstain away from the proceedings. No claim statement was filed on its behalf. Thus, it is clear that the 2"
Party-Union is not interested in adjudication of the reference on merits.

5. Since the 2" Party-Union has neither filed statement of claim nor has led any evidence so as to prove its
cause against the Management, it is presumed that there is  no claim of workman against the Management.

6. In view of such, no claim Order is passed by this Tribunal.

7. Let this order be sent to the appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 of the Industrial

Disputes Act, 1947, for publication.

Dictated & Corrected by me.
DINESH KUMAR SINGH, Presiding Officer
72 fawelt, 1 a7, 2025

FLAT, 54— s oo, 1947 (1947 F1 14) #1 9T 17 ¥ 9@ &, ¥
T A9 AT e [ifiee & Taed= & gag st o7 o SRwsw & S ey § [ies w=ig
TR ST AFIFCor T 59 =y, s, 9= (R 7.- 63/2014) #1547 & srqeras &
ST T B, TERTTAT FIAT § ST Fea 1T TERTE I qI%e FIAT 6 a1 01.04.2025 FT 9T g 47 |

[/, T -29011/65/2013-3E3m(TH)]
&= T TR, sEw atea

New Delhi, the 1st April, 2025

S.0. 541.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 63/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
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relation to M/s India Cement Limited and Shri Veerabhadrappa which was received along with soft copy of the
award by the Central Government on 01.04.2025.

[No. L-29011/65/2013-1R(M]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD

Present: - Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer
Dated the 22nd day of January, 2025
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 63/2014

Between:

Sri Veerabhadrappa
Vill. & Post: Karankote,
Tandur-Mandal,

Ranga Reddy-dist.

...... Petitioner
AND
The General Manager,
M/s. India Cements Ltd.
Malkapur, Tandur-Mandal,
Ranga Reddy, Dist.- ...Respondents

Appearances:
For the Petitioner : Ch. Shyam Sunder Rao, Advocate
For the Respondent:  Shri Niranjan Rao, Advocate
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No.L-29011/65/2013 (IR(M)) dated 29.07.2015
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. India Cements Ltd., and their workmen. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the General Manager, India Cements Ltd., Malakapur, Ranga Reddy- Dist. And their
contractors in terminating the service of Sri Veerabhadrappa and Sri Sridhar Gaud (contract workers) is legal
and/or justified? If not, to what relief they are entitled to?’

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as 1.D. No 63/2014 and notices were issued to the parties concerned.

2. In the present matter. The claim statement was filed by the petitioner to challenge his termination
order from service by the Respondent. Although petitioner has filed chief statement affidavit of the witness but
witness was not produce for cross examination. In the absence of cross examination the evidence of witness is
revenant & admissible. Thus the claim of the petitioner is not substainted any evidence. Therefore, “No-Claim”
Award is passed.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Shri Vinay Panghal, LDC corrected and signed by me on this the 22nd day of
January, 2025.

IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer
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Appendix of evidence
Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for the
Petitioner Respondent

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

T faeett, 1 anliel, 2025

FLIAT. 542 =R fFame dfaf@am, 1947 (1947 #1 14) FF a7 17 F Aqa0T |, F507
ALHTT ST Afaethes afdast fiffies % yaeas & dag M o7 oft aefi= sgae & S+ e §
ATy FiT g sianie ATER<r Ua 9/ =, e, 9=9Te (R 7.- 29/2024) 1 ST
AU | @ T &, THRIAT FIAT & ST hea 1T TR Dl T Hidr & a7 01.04.2025 T TTH g3l
a7 |

[5. ST -16025/04/2025-315 3 (TH)-23]
&= T TR, sEw at=a
New Delhi, the 1st April, 2025

S.0. 542.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 29/2024) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to GTC Oilfield Services Limited and Sri Yasin Ahmad which was received along with soft copy of the
award by the Central Government on 01.04.2025.

[No. Z-16025/04/2025-1R(M)-23]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD

Present: -  Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer
Dated the 17th day of February, 2025
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 29/2024
Between:
Shri Yasin Ahmed,
Crane Operrator, Madansing Petal
Jampet, Rajahmundry, East Godavari,

Andra Pradesh-533101.
......Petitioner

AND
GTC Oilfiled Services Ltd.,
Rep by Shri Santosh Kumar Singh,
Project Coordinator, Srinija Shelters,
Door No. 80-4-12, Room No0.501,
Sai Nagar, JN Road, Rajahmundry,
East Godavari-533103. ...Respondents
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Appearances:
For the Petitioner : None

For the Respondent: Sri C. Sridhar, advocate

AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No.8/17/2024-B1 dated 29.05.2024 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 GTC Oilfiled Services Ltd.,and their workmen. The reference is,

SCHEDULE
“Whether the action of the management of GTC Oilfiled Services Ltd.,

Rajahmundry in terminating the services of its workman Shri Yasin Ahmed, Ex-Crane operator
Rajahmundry is justified or not? It not, what relief the workman is entitled to?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as 1.D. No 29/2024 and notices were issued to the parties concerned.

2. Petitioner absent on the date fixed for filing of claim statement and documents. Notice sent by
petitioner at his given address. It seems petitioner don’t want to prosecute his case. Therefore, in the absence of claim
statement by petitioner ‘No-Claim’ Award is passed.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Shri Vinay Panghal, LDC corrected and signed by me on this the 17" day of
February, 2025.

IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence

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

Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL

7% faeeft, 1 aiel, 2025

FT.3T. 543.—3ir=nta foare safafe=w, 1947 (1947 =1 14) #f a1 17 % ATHTT H, Fearg
ALEHT AGE AAT U T T FHI ™rfes (Sreasiet); 7o a1 STArsil AiforResdq & Jaed= %
Hag At =i g st & &= aqay ° A S 9 sienfis srfar wa s& =,
IS, T9T1E (B q.- 3/2022) T SHET o et & fa@mar 71 8, THiera FHiTdt § S el T Tt
T e FIAT o A7 01.04.2025 T ITH g1 A7 |

[€. ST -16025/04/2025-3TS AT (TH)-24]
e 1T AT, &< qraa
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New Delhi, the 1st April, 2025

S.0. 543.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 3/2022) 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 M/s Oil and Natural Gas Corporation Ltd. (ONGC); M/s Sai Balaji Logistics, and Kurati Srinivas
which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 01.04.2025.

[No. Z-16025/04/2025- IR (M)-24]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

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

Presiding Officer
Dated the 10" day of February, 2025
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE LC No. 3/2022
Between:
Kurati Srinivas, Aged about
37 years, S/o Veeraju,
D.No. 4-2-3/1, Occ: Truck Driver,
Y.N.K.V. Hall Veedhi,

Narsapuram-534275. ......Petitioner
AND
1. M/s Oil and Natural Gas Corporation Ltd. (ONGC)

Represented by its Excutive Director,’
Base Complex, Rajahmundry,
East Godavari Dist-533106.
2. M/s Sai Balaji Logistics,
Represented by its proprietor,
Mini Truck Contractor,

3-7-7- Ramnagar,

Nidadavolu, Dist-534301. ... Respondents
Appearances:
For the Petitioner: T. Koteswara Rao, Advocate
For the Respondent: K. Venumadhava, Advocate
AWARD

Sri Kurati Srinivas, who worked as Truck Driver (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 No. 2 terminating the services
of the petitioner with effect from 06.06.2021, as the same is violative of section 25F/25M of the Industrial Dispute
Act, 1947 and consequently direct the Respondents to reinstate the petitioner into the service of 2" Respondent, or
with any other contractor came in the place of the 2" Respondent by virtual change in the contract with all
consequential benefits including the continuity of the service of back wages till reinstatement into service and pass
such other order or orders as this Hon'ble Tribunal may deem fit and proper in the facts and circumstances of the case.

2. Petitioner absent. Respondent refused to adduce any evidence. Perused the record. Present claim
statement has been filed by petitioner challenged his termination order dated 06.06.2021 passed by respondent as the
same being in violative of section 25F of ID act. Although petitioner has filed the affidavit of WW1 in evidence but
despite sufficient opportunity could not produce the witness for cross examination. No other evidence has been
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adduce by the petitioner in support of averment of claim statement. Therefore the claim of petitioner is not found
substantiated by any evidence. Hence, ‘No-Claim’ award is passed.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Shri Vinay Panghal, LDC corrected and signed by me on this the 10" day of
February, 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

7% faeety, 1 a1, 2025
FLAT. 54—t fame afafm, 1947 (1947 &7 14) Ft aver 17 ¥ srqaew &, =
LA TAANSHT A% AT F weeard= F dag [t o off & @ ¥ i aqay § [ F=0
T MRS ATAFLT TG T A, ga0aTg, T=1e (e .- 56/2014) F ST & srqeras o
Q@ 3T 2, TERTIAT FTAT & ST hes 1 GLh1E Bl HIFE FiAT 6 d17 01.04.2025 T 9T g3 o7 |
[|. T-17012/45/2013-3TEAZ(TH)]

et A, staw af=a

New Delhi, the 1st April, 2025

S.0. 544.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 56/2014) 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 LIC of India and Shri D. Ramesh which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central
Government on 01.04.2025.

[No. L-17012/45/2013- IR (M)]
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 January, 2025
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 56/2014
Between:
Shri D. Ramesh
S/o Venkateswara Rao,
D.No. 13-17, Kaza Post,
M.M. Palli, Movva (M),
Krishna District.

......Petitioner
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AND

1. The Divisional Manager,
LIC of India,
Divisional Officer, Kennedy Road,
Machilipatnam(AP).

2. The Sr. Divisional Manager,
LIC of India,
Divisional Officer, Kennedy Road,
Machilipatnam (AP). ...Respondents

Appearances:

For the Petitioner : Shri Y. Ranjeeth Reddy, Advocate

For the Respondent:  Shri Venkatesh dixit, Advocate
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No.L-17012/45/2013 (IR(M)) dated 04.03.2014
referred the following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal between
the management of M/s LIC of India, and their workmen. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the removal from service of Shri D. Ramesh, Ex-Temp. Class-1V, LIC of India, Machilipatnam
Divisional Office w.e.f. 21.1.2013, is legal and justified? If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No 56/2014 and notices were issued to the parties concerned.

2. Petitioner has filed the memo to withdraw the present ID case stating that he don’t want to pursue his case.
Respondent has no objection. Memo allowed. Petition is disposed of with order, “Dismissed as withdrawn”.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Shri Vinay Panghal, LDC corrected and signed by me on this the 21% day of
January, 2025.

IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence

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

Documents marked for the Petitioner
NIL

Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL

7% faeeft, 1 alir, 2025

T3, 545.—3ir=nt foare safafe=w, 1947 (1947 =1 14) #f a1 17 % ATHTT H, Fearg
TR AEE aarar f™rfee Fa st st deea segaer; =it St swegae,; o T S=m; off €1 g
TqTE qra; = Ty 3E; o aEE s segsem; dacast Suw; ot a1 T Sem; off 99 e
STw,; ST GAgoAaT I, =7 Aerqy Gerresi; oft it devresie Rt detaresi oft de
TR e =i a1 w@ qReT; e Hefar affew sRar ar. ffvee ¥ ydud= ¥ dag Rt




1392 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : APRIL 5, 2025/CHAITRA 15, 1947 [PART II—SEC. 3(ii)]

ST LA Wohedl, LT Fiveade TFATSS IAAT & 419 e g # AiEE T g senfis st g

T T, TR, G97e (R 7.- 44/2024) F1 597 T srqerass # ey @ 8, Jarfarg wet §
STT e I FERIT T A1%e HidT & 912 01.04.2025 FHT ITH 3T T |

[%. 3= -16025/04/2025-3r& 37 (TH)-25]

=T T, srEw atea

New Delhi, the 1st April, 2025

S.0. 545.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 44/2024) 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 Vedanta Limited Cairn Qil; Sri Venkateswara Constructions; Sri Balaji Contructions; Sri Ram
enterprises; Sri D. Satya Sai Baba; Sri Ramanjaneya enterprises; Sri Varasiddi Vinayaka Constructions;
Venkatalaxmi enterprises; Sri Sai Rama enterprises; Sri Satya Raja enterprises; Sri Subrahmanyeswara
enterprises; Sri Anjaneya Enterprises; Sri Sapthagiri Enterprises; Shirdi Enterprises; Sri Venkata Satya
Gowri Enterprises; Shri R S Security; Sodexo Catering Services India Pvt. Ltd. and General Secretary, the
Ravva Contract Employees Union which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government
on 01.04.2025.

[No. Z-16025/04/2025- IR (M)-25]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD

Present: -  Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer
Dated the 30th day of January, 2025
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 44/2024
Between:
The General Secretary,
The Ravva Contract Employees Union,
D.No. 2-302, S. Yanam Post, Uppalaguptam
Mandal, Dr. B.R. Ambedkar Konaseema

Dist.-533213.
.Petitioner

AND

1. Sri Venkateswara Constructions,
Clo M/s Vedanta Limited Cairn Oil
And Gas, S. Yanam (V), Uppallaguptaham
Mandal, Dr. B.R Ambedkar Konseema
Dis. 533213.

2. Sri Balaji Contructions, C/o M/s Vedanta Limited Cairn Qil
And Gas, S. Yanam (V), Uppallaguptaham
Mandal, Dr. B.R Ambedkar Konseema
Dis. 533213.

3. Sri Ram enterprises, C/o M/s Vedanta Limited Cairn Oil
And Gas, S. Yanam (V), Uppallaguptaham
Mandal, Dr. B.R Ambedkar Konseema
Dis. 533213.
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4.

10.

11.

12.

13.

Sri D. Satya Sai Baba,

Clo M/s Vedanta Limited Cairn Oil

And Gas, S. Yanam (V), Uppallaguptaham

Mandal, Dr. B.R Ambedkar Konseema

Dis. 533213.

Sri Ramanjaneya enterprises, C/o M/s Vedanta Limited Cairn Qil
And Gas, S. Yanam (V), Uppallaguptaham

Mandal, Dr. B.R Ambedkar Konseema

Dis. 533213.

Sri Varasiddi Vinayaka Constructions, C/o M/s Vedanta Limited Cairn Oil And Gas, S. Yanam (V),
Uppallaguptaham

Mandal, Dr. B.R Ambedkar Konseema

Dis. 533213.

Venkatalaxmi enterprises, C/o M/s Vedanta Limited Cairn Qil
And Gas, S. Yanam (V), Uppallaguptaham

Mandal, Dr. B.R Ambedkar Konseema

Dis. 533213.

Sri Sai Rama enterprises, C/o M/s Vedanta Limited Cairn Qil
And Gas, S. Yanam (V), Uppallaguptaham

Mandal, Dr. B.R Ambedkar Konseema

Dis. 533213.

Sri Satya Raja enterprises, C/o M/s Vedanta Limited Cairn Qil
And Gas, S. Yanam (V), Uppallaguptaham

Mandal, Dr. B.R Ambedkar Konseema

Dis. 533213.

Sri Subrahmanyeswara enterprises, C/o M/s Vedanta Limited Cairn Oil And Gas, S. Yanam (V),
Uppallaguptaham

Mandal, Dr. B.R Ambedkar Konseema

Dis. 533213.

Sri Anjaneya Enterprises, C/o M/s Vedanta Limited Cairn Qil
And Gas, S. Yanam (V), Uppallaguptaham

Mandal, Dr. B.R Ambedkar Konseema

Dis. 533213.

Sri Sapthagiri Enterprises, C/o M/s Vedanta Limited Cairn Qil
And Gas, S. Yanam (V), Uppallaguptaham

Mandal, Dr. B.R Ambedkar Konseema

Dis. 533213.

Shirdi Enterprises, C/o M/s Vedanta Limited Cairn Oil

And Gas, S. Yanam (V), Uppallaguptaham

Mandal, Dr. B.R Ambedkar Konseema

Dis. 533213.
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14. Sri Venkata Satya Gowri Enterprises, C/o M/s Vedanta Limited Cairn Oil And Gas, S. Yanam (V),
Uppallaguptaham

Mandal, Dr. B.R Ambedkar Konseema
Dis. 533213.
15. Shri R S Security, C/o M/s Vedanta Limited Cairn Oil
And Gas, S. Yanam (V), Uppallaguptaham
Mandal, Dr. B.R Ambedkar Konseema
Dis. 533213.
16. Sodexo Catering Services India Pvt. Ltd.
Clo M/s Vedanta Limited Cairn Oil
And Gas, S. Yanam (V), Uppallaguptaham
Mandal, Dr. B.R Ambedkar Konseema
Dis. 533213. .....Respondent

Appearances:
For the Petitioner : Shri Y. Ranjeeth Reddy, Advocate
For the Respondent: None
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order N0.24(34)/2024-IR dated 09.09.2024 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 Vedanta Limited Cairn Oil

And Gas, and their workmen. The reference is,
SCHEDULE

1. “Whether the demand put forth by the Union for determination of superannuation age beyond 58 years and
consequential benefits for contract labour engaged through various contractors in the establishment of M/s Vedanta
Limited Cairn Oil and Gas, S. Yanam East Godavari District, Andra Pradesh is legal and justified? If not, what relief
the Union is entitled to?”

2. “Whether the demand put forth by the Union for payment of exgratia @Rs. 15 Lakhs for each to 35 over
aged contractual workman as a terminal benefit engaged through various contractors in the establishment of M/s
Vedanta Limited Cairn Oil and Gas, S. Yanam East Godavari District, Andhra Pradesh is legal and justified? If not,
what relief the Union is entitled to?”

3. “Whether the demand put forth by the Union of Employment of one family member in place of 35 old aged
retiring contractual workman through contractor in the establishment of M/s Vedanta Limited Cairn Qil and Gas,
S. Yanam East Godavari District, Andhra Pradesh is legal and justified? If not, what relief the Union is entitled to?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as 1.D. No 44/2024 and notices were issued to the parties concerned.

2. Petitioner counsel filed petition under section 11 of ID Act with the prayer to permit to withdraw the present
ID case as the Petitioner union has entered into agreement with Respondents u/s 12(3) read with Sec. 18(3) of the I.D.
Act 1947, before the Deputy Chief Labour Commissioner(C), Hyderabad on 26.09.2024 over the Charter of Demands
mentioned in the reference. Hence, Petitioner union intended to withdraw the present ID as settled out of Court.

In view of the memorandum of settlement dated 26-9-2024 the petition filed by the Petitioner union is allowed and
Petitioner /Union is permitted to withdraw present ID case in view of said memorandum of settlement. Award is
passed is accordingly. Reference is answered in accordingly. Transmit u/s 17 of ID Act.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Shri Vinay Panghal, LDC corrected and signed by me on this the 30" day of
January, 2025.

IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer
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Appendix of evidence

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

Documents marked for the Petitioner

NIL

Documents marked for the Respondent

NIL

% feeett, 1 aidr, 2025

F.IAT. 546 —3=NRIF fEare sAfaf@aaw, 1947 (1947 FT1 14) T aWT 17 F AT H, Fwald
AL HEH AT FEEHAT HUAT GTgae AU F Taeaa & daa [t 7 = G o F9 +
= aqag § Ay F=T a@R sianfs affswr g 99 ey, wWigead, =@ (s
.- 36/2022) T SHET o e # @ 7 8, THRIAT FIAT § ST el T T F qIF FHIYT 6 97T
01.04.2025 T ST gaT =T |

[|. ST=-16025/04/2025-3AT< 37 (TH)-26]

et A, sraw af=a
New Delhi, the 1st April, 2025

S.0. 546.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 36/2022) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court, Ernakulam as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to M/s Onshore Construction Company Private Limited and Sri Chhatti Surendra Kumar which was
received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 01.04.2025.

[No. Z-16025/04/2025- IR (M)-26]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT: ERNAKULAM

Present: - Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer
Dated the 5™ day of March, 2025
ID No. 36/2022
Between:
Sri Chatti Surendra Kumar,
S/o Nooka Raju, 7-5-26,
Chattivani Palem, Opp: Electrical Sub-Station

Gajuwaka, Visakhapatnam - 530026 .....Petitioner
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AND:
M/s Onshore Construction Company Pvt Ltd
ATL Corporate Park, 7! Floor, Saki Vihar Road

Powai, Mumbai — 400072 Respondent
Appearances:
For the Petitioner : In person
For the Respondent: Dr K K HM Syam Sundar & K Shiva Kumar, Advocates
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment, Office of the Deputy Chief Labour
Commissioner (C), Hyderabad by its order N0.8/3/2022/B1 dated 11.02.2022, referred the following dispute under
clause(d) of sub-section (1) and sub section (2A) of Section 10 of the I.D. Act, 1947, for adjudication to this Tribunal
between the management of M/s Onshore Construction Company Pvt Ltd. and their workman. The schedule of the
reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of Management of M/s Onshore Construction Company Pvt Ltd , a contractor of
Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Limited, Visakh Refinery, Visakhapatnam in terminating the services of Sri Chatti
Surendra Kumar, Ex-Khalasi (Semi-skilled)w.e.f. 13.12.2020 is legal and justified or not? If not, to what relief the
workman is entitled to?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as 1.D. N0.36/2022 and the case is presently posted on 28.04.2025,
for Appearance of petitioner.

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

3. Heard both sides. The respondent filed a memo with the averment that the Industrial Dispute was settled
amicably with the petitioner with a Long Term Settlement on 20.9.2022 and a copy of settlement is also filed
alongwith memo. Therefore, respondent prayed to close the present dispute treating it as not pressed in the interest of
justice.

4, The petitioner has also concurred the same.
5. Therefore, in view of the above, a No-dispute Award is passed.
Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Shri J Vijaya Sarathi, Secretary to the Court, corrected and signed by me on this
the 5" day of March, 2025.

IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for the
Union/Petitioner Management/Respondent
NIL NIL

Documents marked for the Petitioner
NIL

Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL

% feet, 1 o, 2025

FIT. 547 —3=NRE fEare Afaf@aaw, 1947 (1947 F1 14) T 9T 17 F AT H, Feald
AT A AN FegFe FI1 TrEae i F gaed= F gag et @i sft arfersr s F
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&= T TR, sEw atea
New Delhi, the 1st April, 2025

S.0. 547.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 35/2022) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court, Ernakulam as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to M/s Onshore Construction Company Private Limited and Sri Palika Eleazar which was received along
with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 01.04.2025.

[No. Z-16025/04/2025- IR (M)-27]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

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

Presiding Officer
Dated the 5™ day of March, 2025
ID No. 35/2022
Between:
Sri Palika Eleazar
S/o Palika Samuel, Venkatapuram Gramam
SC Colony, Thana (PO), Munagapakam Mandalam
Thanam, Visakhapatnam .....Petitioner
AND:
M/s Onshore Construction Company Pvt Ltd
ATL Corporate Park, 7" Floor, Saki Vihar Road

Powai, Mumbai — 400072 ..... Respondent

Appearances:

For the Petitioner : In person

For the Respondent: Dr K K HM Syam Sundar & K Shiva Kumar, Advocates
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment, Office of the Deputy Chief Labour
Commissioner (C), Hyderabad by its order No0.8/2/2022/B1 dated 11.02.2022, referred the following dispute under
clause(d) of sub-section (1) and sub section (2A) of Section 10 of the 1.D. Act, 1947, for adjudication to this Tribunal
between the management of M/s Onshore Construction Company Pvt Ltd. and their workman. The schedule of the
reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of Management of M/s Onshore Construction Company Pvt Ltd , a contractor of
Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Limited, Visakh Refinery, Visakhapatnam in terminating the services of Sri Palika
Eleazar, Ex-store Assistant is legal and justified or not? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. N0.35/2022 and the case is presently posted on 28.04.2025,
for Appearance of petitioner.
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2. The matter was taken up today for hearing in view of the direction of Ministry of Labour & Employment,
Government of India to conduct special campaign for disposal of cases vide letter dated 14.2.2025.

3. Heard both sides. The respondent filed a memo with the averment that the Industrial Dispute was settled
amicably with the petitioner with a Long Term Settlement on 20.9.2022 and a copy of settlement is also filed
alongwith memao. Therefore, respondent prayed to close the present dispute treating it as not pressed in the interest of
justice.

4, The petitioner has also concurred the same.
5. Therefore, in view of the above, a No-dispute Award is passed.
Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Shri J Vijaya Sarathi, Secretary to the Court, corrected and signed by me on this
the 5" day of March, 2025.

IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer
Appendix of evidence

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for the
Union/Petitioner Management/Respondent
NIL NIL
Documents marked for the Petitioner
NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL

7% faeety, 1 a1, 2025
FAT. 548.—3fr= faare ™, 1947 (1947 BT 14 ) B ORT 17 B ARV § DU ARBR
TAT AHETE U TIRTTATY & Jeerd=, Sdg arial iR S96 daeRf & da orjdy ¥ ffdse sienfes
fare § BT WRAR FATHF APV / 217 ~Terd Baxrare & gare (60/2021) g™ axelt 7|
[€. T -14011/05/2021-33m(S1-1)]

g, 37 A=

New Delhi, the 1st April, 2025

S.0. 548.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.60/2021) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Defense Research
and Laboratories and their workmen.

[No. L-14011/05/2021- IR(B-1]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD

Present: -  Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer
Dated the 7" day of February, 2025
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 60/2021
Between:
The Workering President,
DRDL Casual Workers Union,
BMS Office, TRT-141,
Jawahar Nagar Street No.9

Hyderabad-500020.
...... Petitioner
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AND
The Director, DRDL
(Defense Research and Laboratries)

Kanchanbagh, Hyderabad-500058.
Respondents
Appearances:

For the Petitioner : A. Thirupathi Reddy, Advocate
For the Respondent: None
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No.L-14011/5/2021 (IR(DU)) dated 04.08.2021
referred the following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the 1.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal between
the management of M/s. DRDL , and their workmen. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the claim of DRDL Casual Workers Union against the management of DRDL, Kanchanbagh,
Hyderabad that the management of DRDL, Kanchanbagh, Hyderabad changed the service condition of
workers from casual workers to contract workers ( List of workers enclosed) during pendency of conciliation
proceedings is proper, legal and justified in the view of section 33 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ? If not,
to what relief these workers are entitled for? What directions, if any, are necessary in the matter?

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as 1.D. No 60/2021 and notices were issued to the parties concerned.

2. Petitioner absent. Case is fixed for today for filing claim statement but despite providing sufficient
opportunity, he did not file any claim statement. It seems that petitioner do not want to pursue his case. Hence, in
absence of claim statement ‘Nil award’ is passed.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Shri Vinay Panghal, LDC corrected and signed by me on this the 7" day of
February, 2025

IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence

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

Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL

% feett, 1 e, 2025
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New Delhi, the 1st April, 2025

S.0. 549.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 18/2018) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
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Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of State Bank of
India and their workmen.

[No. L-12025/01/2025-I1R(B-1)-44]
SALONI, Dy. Director

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

Presiding Officer
Dated the 71" day of February, 2025
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE LC No.18/2018
Between:
Tholla Satish Kumar,
S/o T. Subbaiah, Aged about
26 years, R/o H.No. 3-192,
Bhupal Nagar, Nanadanapally
Village, Kurnool Mandal-518452. Petitioner
AND
1. State Bank of India (Erstwhile SBH),
Administrative Office at Gunfoundary,
Abids, Hyderabad, Amaravathi/Vijayawada
Circle. Rep. by its Chief General Manager.
General Manager.
2. The branch Manager,
State Bank of India (Erstwhile SBH)
Nandyal Road Branch (21660),

Near Kamal complex, Kurnool-518002.

... Respondents
Appearances:
For the Petitioner: M Kiran Kumar, Advocate
For the Respondent: Y. Ranjeeth Reddy, Advocate

AWARD

Smt. Tholla Satish Kumar, who worked as Safia Karamchari/Attender/Lunch Room Attendant (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 management to reinstate the petitioner into service with continuity of service, with full back wages, with
all other attendant benefits.

2. On the date fixed for Petitioner’s evidence, Petitioner called absent. Despite providing sufficient
opportunity Petitioner did not adduce any evidence to substantiate his claim. In absence of evidence ‘Nil award’ is
passed.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Shri Vinay Panghal, LDC corrected and signed by me on this the 7™ day of
February, 2025

IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer
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Appendix of evidence

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

T faeett, 1 anliel, 2025

F.3M. 550.—s=THE faare fferam, 1947 (1947 &7 14) B GRT 17 B AR H PET IR

AR e 9% & gdudd, Gag Aot AR SHb dHeRI & 9 ey § ffde denfrs farg #
DET TR AT SMIBRVT / 977 e BexMEG & gare (63/2018) yaid ot 2 |

[%. Tl - 12025/01/2025- 3 3R (F1-1)-43]

gert, 37 A9

New Delhi, the 1st April, 2025

S.0. 550.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 63/2018) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of State Bank of
India and their workmen.

[No. L-12025/01/2025- IR(B-1)-43]
SALONI, Dy. Director

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

Presiding Officer
Dated the 71" day of February, 2025
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE LC No0.63/2018
Between:
Smt. Uppari Deepa,
Wi/o Late Praveen Kumar,
Aged about 40 years,
R/o H.No. 9-3-171,

Rezimental Bazar,

Secundrabad-500027. .. Petitioner
AND
1. State Bank of India (Erstwhile SBH),

Administrative Office at Koti,
Bank street, Hyderabad,
Telengana Circle, Rep. by its chief

General Manager.
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2. The branch Manager,
State Bank of India (Erstwhile SBH)
Himmathnagar Branch (20244),
10-3-194 Screccs Building, St. Johns Road,

Beside Himmatnagar Post Office,

Telangana-500025. ... Respondents
Appearances:
For the Petitioner: M Kiran Kumar, Advocate
For the Respondent: Y. Ranjeeth Reddy, Advocate
AWARD

Smt. Uppari Deepa, who worked as Safia Karamchari/Attender/Lunch Room Attendant (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 management to reinstate the petitioner into service with continuity of service, with full back wages, with
all other attendant benefits.

2. On the date fixed for Petitioner’s evidence, Petitioner called absent. Despite providing sufficient
opportunity Petitioner did not adduce any evidence to substantiate his claim. In absence of evidence ‘Nil award’ is
passed.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Shri Vinay Panghal, LDC corrected and signed by me on this the 7™ day of
February, 2025

IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer
Appendix of evidence

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

% feett, 1 e, 2025

AT, 551.—3MTRF faare i am, 1947 (1947 &7 14) &) &RT 17 B AR H HE1T TR

AR e 9% & Jduds, Gag Aot AR S dHeR @ 9 ey § ffde drenfrs farg #
BT ARDBR TR AT / 351 =T BRI & Uare (124/2004) yaif™d avet 2 |

[%. Tl - 12012/45/2004- 3T 3R (F1-1)]

qAMT, 37 Haerh
New Delhi, the 1st April, 2025

S.0. 551.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 124/2004) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court

Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of State Bank of
India and their workmen.

[No. L-12012/45/2004- IR(B-1)]
SALONI, 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 25" day of February, 2025
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 124/2004
Between:
Smt. K. Saraswathi,
D.No.26-23-22/1,
Sundaramma Street,
Gandhi Nagar,
Vijayawada-3. ..... Petitioner
AND
The Assistant General Manager,
State Bank of India, RG-II,
Zonal Office, N0.29-14-59,
Route No.5, Surya Rao Pet,

Vijayawada. e Respondent
Appearances:
For the Petitioner : Party in Person
For the Respondent: Sri Y. Ranjith Reddy, Advocate
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No. L-12012/ 45/ 2004-IR(B.I) dated 23.7.2004
referred the following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the 1.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal between
the management of State Bank of India and their workman. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank of India, Vijayawada in dismissing the services of
Smt. K. Saraswathi, Ex-Clerk is justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 124/2004 and notices were issued to the parties concerned.
Earlier present ID was decided by this tribunal by an award related 8.8.2006 against which the Petitioner preferred
Writ Petition N0.20986 of 2007 and Hon’ble High Court of AP has set aside the award dated 8.8.2006 passed by the
Tribunal and remitted the matter back to the CGIT cum Labour Court for disposal on merits and in strict accordance
with the procedure established by law. Therefore, matter has been heard afresh and being decided.

2. The averments made is the claim statement are as follows:

The Petitioner aggrieved by the action of the respondents for awarding disproportionate punishment of dismissal of
the Petitioner from the service without following the laid down procedure and not paying the Management PF
Contribution, Gratuity, Pension and superannuation benefits along with arrears as highly illegal, arbitrary, unjust,
improper, discriminatory and violation of principles of natural justice. It is submitted that Petitioner's husband Late
Sri K. Venkata Ramana Prasad was appointed as cashier in the respondent bank on 11.5.1966, while he was working
as Deputy Head Cashier at Governorpeta Branch died on 20.7.1982. Due to sudden death of Late K Venkata
Ramana Prasad to enable the family to tide over the sudden crisis and to relieve from financial destitution the
Petitioner was appointed as clerk in the respondent Bank on 8.3.1983, on compassionate grounds and posted at
Vijayawada branch as clerk. It is further submitted that while she was working at Vijayawada Branch Respondent
Bank suspended the Petitioner in violation of the Bipartite Settlements/awards and without furnishing the purpose for
which the Petitioner was suspended vide order dated 24.8.2001 served on the Petitioner. It is further submitted that as
per the service conditions vide clause 19.11 of First Bipartite Settlement dt. 19-10-1966 & Clause 11 of the MoS
dated 10-4-2002, the Petitioner shall be communicated about the decision of disciplinary action within 3 days thereof.
But in this case the Petitioner was issued with show cause notice dated 16.10.2001 i.e.. about 2 months and the charge
sheet dt.29-5-2002 was issued after 9 months. It is gross violation of clause 11 of the settlements signed under
sec.2(p), Sec. | 8(1) of the ID Act 1947 read with rule 58 of the Industrial Disputes (Central Rules 1957). It is
submitted that the Branch Manager of Nunna Branch has issued a show cause notice alleging certain serious
omissions and commissions of fraud against the Petitioner, calling her explanation within 10 days. The Petitioner has
sent her reply vide her letter dt.21-01-2001 denying the allegations. It is submitted that the Assistant General Manager
& Disciplinary Authority had issued a Charge sheet dt. 29-03-2002, with vague allegations in terms of 521 (4) (i) of
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Sastry Award read with para 18.28 of Desai Award and subsequent Bipartite Agreements calling explanation within
15 days from the Petitioner. The Petitioner has sent her reply to the Respondent vide her letter dt. 8-6-2002 denying
the allegations. But alleged misconduct is not in the definition of Gross misconduct and hence, the charge sheet is not
maintainable in the eye of law. It is submitted that the Charge sheet clearly indicates that the Disciplinary Authority
had already come to a definite opinion and closed mind about the alleged misconduct as if committed by the
Petitioner and with bias against him, which is violative of the principles of natural justice. Audi alteranm partem is the
principle that no one should be condemned without a hearing in which they are given the opportunity to respond to
the accusations against them. It is considered a principle of fundamental justice and without proper evaluation of the
evidence, when the allegation of forgery and withdrawal was not established without considering the version of the
Petitioner and the records is gross violation of the said principle. The Complainant /Account Holder Smt. Y. Nirmala
Devi of the Respondent Bank stated in PEX 8, that she visited the Bank on 07-03-2001 without passbook and asked
the help of the Petitioner to withdraw the amount of Rs 30.000 and that The Petitioner witnessed her signature. This is
the self declaration given by account holder herself which is recorded as PEX 8 and the Inquiry Officer ignored here
PEX 8, the transaction which has been duly verified by the branch manager. But, in this case the Petitioner was all of
a sudden suspended and not aware whether the suspension is on account of pending enquiry or initiation of enquiry,
thus the DA with out mentioning the reasons and grounds suspended the Petitioner which is in violation of the
settlement unlawful, unjust and arbitrary and violation articles of the constitution of India. It is submitted that
Petitioner received notice of enquiry to be held at Nunna Branch and the copies of the documents relied by the
Respondent Bank, will be provided during the enquiry. It is submitted that the Petitioner attended the enquiry on 30-
7-2002 and gave a representation authorizing Ch. Venkateswara Rao, Asst. General Secretary to defend her case in
the enquiry. The next date of enquiry was 9-8-2002 and the enquiry was concluded on the same date. Further, it is
submitted that the punishment awarded to the Petitioner disproportionate. Hence, this petition. The Petitioner further
submits that there is no financial loss to the bank. The para 521(4)() of Sastry Award states that " doing any act
prejudicial to the interest of the Bank or gross negligence or negligence involving or likely to involve the bank into
serious loss"”. But the prosecution has miserably failed to prove the ingredients of the allegation leveled against the
Petitioner. The allegation though was not proved the prosecution failed to establish about the loss suffered by the
bank. Hence the entire charge sheet shall be treated as not proved and the punishment awarded to the Petitioner is not
only disproportionate but shall be reviewed in terms of the punishment under clause para 521 (7) of Sastry Award &
clause 8 of the MoS dated 10-4-2002 . The Presenting officer had submitted his report to the Enquiry Officer, but not
provided a copy of the Presenting officer, to enable the Defence counsel of the Petitioner to submit his counter
objections on the report. It is bad in law and violation of principles of natural justice. It is pertinent to submit that the
Defence counsel submitted his brief to the Enquiry Officer on 14-10-2002, without an opportunity to counter brief of
the Presenting Officer. It is unfair and unconstitutional to deny the report of the PO. However, the EO without
providing an opportunity to peep into the averments made by the PO reached to conclusions without proper
evaluation of the evidence on record. The Enquiry Officer submitted enquiry report dated 23-10-2002 to the
Respondent finding the Petitioner guilty of all the 4 charges levelled against her. The respondent issued proceedings
No. DPS/R- 11/No. 568 dated 24-10-2002 forwarding a copy of the enquiry report to the Petitioner and asking for any
submissions in reply to the enquiry report within 15 days. In reply to the same, the Petitioner addressed a letter dated
14-11-2002, giving an explanation to all the charges and requesting to exonerate the Petitioner from the charges.
Later, the respondent, issued proceedings No. DPS/R-11/No.844, dated 13-01-2003, stating that the penalty of
Dismissal from Bank Service without notice" is decided to be imposed on the Petitioner in terms of para 6(a) of the
memorandum of settlement dated 10.4.2002 in Disciplinary Action Procedure in the Bank. The copy of the final
disciplinary proceedings were sent to the Petitioner.  In the instant case there is no legal evidence available to prove
the alleged charges and in fact on record that the charge was negated by the customer vide PEX-8 herself deposing
that she herself came to the bank on 7-3-2001 and presented the withdrawal form. Hence, the charge is disproved
beyond reasonable doubt. The material on record was failed to establish any forgery etc.. It is bad in law and the
Hon'ble court in the case of Central Bank of India V Prakash Chand Jain. (1969 IILLJ 377 SC) has expressed that in
such case of two fold test the Findings of the EO shall be considered as perversity of findings. It is to note that on
perusal of the findings of the EO, reached to conclusions mechanically without considering the enquiry proceedings
where depositions of PW1 to PW3 who were negated the charges. The EO findings the allegation of forgery was not
proved and the statement of PWI negated the allegation. It is further submitted that relying upon the false and
frivolous findings of the Enquiry Officer, DA simply adopted the findings of the EO without considering the
proceedings and the nature of omission and commission and gave the punishment in the absence of any
documentary/oral evidence, is not acceptable and the then Branch Manager and other Assistant Sri D.Suryanarayana
Sastry equally negligent due to which the alleged omission and commissions ought to have averted if they observed
the lapses in the system in performing duties. But, the management has not given any punishment to them
surprisingly, the Assist (A & C) was treated the vital allegation as matter of administration and discharged from
accountability with a caution vide letter dt.26-6-2002 issued by the Disciplinary authority in the capacity of
Asst.General Manager. It is further submitted that the punishment imposed on the Petitioner is shockingly
disproportionate to the charges proved. It is further submitted that the then Branch Manager PWI deposed that
Mr.Rawoof initialed the balance columns in the Ledger Book. The Accountant Sri Rawoof was not summoned by the
Respondent Bank to depose on this aspect. In the absence of the evidence of the Accountant Sri Rawoof, it cannot be
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held that the charges against the Petitioner are sufficiently proved. The Respondent completely shifted the burden on
to the Petitioner, absolving the Branch Manager who is duly bound to verify the signature on the withdrawal form
with that of the specimen signature at the time of passing the withdrawal form and more so when he was informed by
the Petitioner that the account holder came to the Bank without passbook and asked her help. There is no action
against the Accountant and the Branch Manager at Nunna Branch and only targeted Petitioner and removed from the
service and the punishment is too harsh and disproportionate to the charges and unsustainable. Petitioner approached
Appellate Authority through representation which was dismissed on 24-04-2003 without assigning any reasons and
rationale to arrive such decision to dismiss the appeal. It is further submitted that challenging the Award dt.08-08-
2006 of dismissing the dispute of Petitioner, passed in ID 124 of 2004 on the file of the Central Government
Industrial Tribunal - cum- Labour Court at Hyderabad, the Petitioner filed Writ Petition before the erstwhile AP High
Court at Hyderabad vide WP N0.20986 of 2007. It is further submitted that the Hon'ble High court allowed the Writ
Petition and setting aside the Award dt 8-8-2006, in ID No0.124 of 2004 and remitted the matter back to the CGIT for
disposal afresh on merits and in strict accordance with the procedure established by law. The Hon'ble High Court
considering the fact that the Petitioner already attained the age of superannuation and the matter is sufficiently old
matter directed the tribunal to dispose the matter as expeditiously as possible, preferably within 3 months from the
date of receipt of a copy of the order. None of the allegations was proved during the enquiry. It is essentially required
to be proved in accordance with law. Denial of opportunity to employee to submit his version, relying on the
documents used by the management to prepare the charge sheet is gross violation of the principles of natural justice
and vitiates the departmental enquiry for non-adherence to principles of natural justice as held by the Apex court in
the case of L.I.C. of India v. Ram Pal Singh Bisen. The Petitioner is unable eke out her livelihood due to financial
problems and added to the financial crisis she is old and suffering from old age ailments. The Management has neither
paid the Bank's PF contribution nor paid the gratuity to the service she rendered to the bank for more than 18 years.
The Petitioner since already attained superannuation though shé is entitled for all the superannuation benefits
including the payment of pension etc.. the bank has not paid the superannuation benefits to the Petitioner is violation
of article 2I of the constitution of India. Therefore, Petitioner prayed to set aside the dismissal order dated 13.1.2003
duly granting all consequential benefits etc..

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

It is submitted that the dispute raised by the Petitioner is neither maintainable in law nor on facts of the case and as
such the same is to be dismissed in limine. It is submitted that the material allegations made in the petition filed by
the Petitioner are not true and correct and the Respondent Bank denies all the allegations leveled against the Bank,
except those which are specifically admitted therein. It is submitted that the Petitioner is raising unfounded dispute
and entered into litigation. It is submitted that the Petitioner being an employee, has to Work as per the service rules
and guidelines stipulated to her post by Bank. Any misconduct committed by employee results in initiation of
Disciplinary Proceedings against such person. It is submitted that the Petitioner knowing fully the lapses committed
on her part, which are all on record, is however, trying to convince the Hon'ble Court on sympathetic grounds by
filing this petition. It is submitted that the Petitioner cannot claim Pension as of right, as she has no vested right to
claim Pension. The reason is, as per record, she has not completed the required period of service as required and
essential under the service rules applicable to her to be eligible to get Pension. On the other hand, the Petitioner is
claiming other incidental benefits to which she is not eligible. On this ground itself, the petition is liable to be
dismissed. It is submitted that the Petitioner Smt K.Saraswathi was appointed in the Bank on compassionate grounds
in March 1983 consequent to death of her husband who worked as Deputy head cashier in the Bank. It is submitted
that subsequently, the Petitioner was issued charge sheeted vide Memorandum No.DPS/R-1/172 dated 29.05.2002 for
certain irregularities/lapses viz., Presenting forged withdrawal pertaining to customer Smt Y.Nirmala Devi's account
and obtaining payment thereof; unauthorizedly keeping the amount withdrawn by means of such forged withdrawal
for a considerable period of 5 months 10 days with her; Posting two extraneous credits to the account of Smt.
Y.Nirmala Devi, the customer, without supporting vouchers and; altering the balance in the savings bank account of
Smt.Y.Nirmala Devi, the customer, on several occasions to facilitate monthly balancing of SB accounts. It is
submitted that on being not satisfied with the reply of the Petitioner, a detailed domestic enquiry was ordered by
appointing the Enquiry Officer and the presenting officer under advise to the Petitioner. The Petitioner / charge-
sheeted employee was represented by the Assistant General Secretary of Zonal Office, Vijayawada, of State Bank of
India Staff Union, Hyderabad Circle. The Enquiry Officer submitted his report on 24.10.2002 and held the charges as
'Proved' based on the material evidence, documents and records. A Copy of the enquiry report was also furnished to
the Petitioner. Subsequently, the Petitioner's submission were received on 15.11.2002. Taking into consideration the
entire material on record pertaining to the case of the Petitioner and as malafides were involved, the then Asst.
General Manager & Disciplinary Authority proposed tentative penalty of "Dismissal from Bank Service" vide
memorandum no. DPS/R-11/755 dated 19.12.2002. It is further submitted that the Petitioner was thereafter provided
with personal hearing on 11.01.2003 for any further submissions. Based on the submissions given by her on personal
hearing, material evidence and other documents, papers and all exhibits, the then Asst. General Manager &
Disciplinary Authority made absolute the proposed punishment and accordingly served the final Orders vide
Memorandum No. DPS/R-11/844 dated 13.01.2003 imposing the penalty of "Dismissal from Bank's Service without
notice" as provided for in the Bi-Partite Settlements. The Petitioner preferred departmental appeal vide letter and
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dated 27.02.2003. The Deputy General Manager Appellate Authority, after taking into consideration all the material
facts, evidences, depositions, and the contentions / grounds raised in the appeal, had independently examined the case
and recorded his findings wherein it was clearly established that signature of the account holder with other records
vary with the impugned withdrawal slip and the same was verified by the Government Examiner; it is also proved that
the Petitioner made the amount good subsequently and that the Petitioner has kept the money (Rs.30,000/-) with her
for 05 month and 10 days; and that the Petitioner had posted extraneous credits without supporting vouchers and the
balances were altered in the ledger account; Thus, it was established that the Petitioner had withdrawn the amount
through forged withdrawal, kept the amount with her for some period and made good the amount only after the
account holder made a Complaint, posted two credits, altered the ledger account of the customer. Hence, the
contentions / grounds raised by the Petitioner in the departmental appeal were held to be untenable. The Petitioner in
fact was appointed on compassionate grounds and hence, she should not have committed such irregularities by
misusing her powers in the discharge of duties. Therefore, the General Manager and Appellate Authority, held that the
appeal has no merits and declined to interfere with the orders of the Disciplinary Authority, hence, rejected the
departmental appeal vide Orders dated 24.04.2003. It is submitted that as the Petitioner K Saraswathi did not attend
the court, NIL Award was passed by CGIT due to her non appearance. Hence, the Petitioner is well aware about the
commission of lapses. It is submitted that the Petitioner subsequently challenged the said Nil Award before Hon'ble
High Court of Hyderabad by way of filing the Writ Petition No. 20986 of 2007, wherein the Hon'ble High Court
considering the fact that the Petitioner was appointed on compassionate grounds held that an opportunity has to be
given to her to have her case decided on merits. It is submitted that it is a matter of record that the disciplinary
proceedings were already taken against Petitioner for her lapses in duty and the enquiry was conducted by the
concerned authority of the Bank following the stipulated guidelines, giving opportunity to Petitioner at every stage of
enquiry which took place way back in the year 2002-2003. As her lapses were proved, the order of Dismissal was
passed against her. In the appeal filed by her against the order vide order No DPS/R-11/No 844 dated 13.01.2003, was
also dismissed onn 24.04.2003. This fact was also admitted by the Petitioner in her petition. Thus, the order had
become final and the Petitioner also received her PF which contributions she was eligible under law. The Petitioner
has attained the age above 60 years and at this juncture cannot claim any benefits as she is not eligible to get any
relief sought by her. But as per record, she has completed 19 years of service only. So, she is ineligible to get
pension as per service rules applicable to her. It is also pertinent to note that the contention raised by the Petitioner
that there is no loss to the Bank is highly untenable at the cost of her apology as the Bank is a financial institution and
integrity and honesty is the basic norm expected from all its employees. The loss of reputation is also an issue and
hence, the contentions raised by the Petitioner are liable to be rejected. It is submitted that the Petitioner was paid the
benefits that are payable to a dismissed employee and she cannot claim more than what was paid to her by Bank i.e.,
PF contribution paid to her. As more than 17 years passed from the date of dismissal and Petitioner attained age of
superannuation i.e., 60 years, now it is unfeasible to consider the merits in this case, as no benefit can be extended by
Bank to the Petitioner in these circumstances. It is submitted that the Rules as applicable to the Petitioner were
imposed as per the Bi-Partite Settlements. It is also relevant to refer to the decisions of the Hon'ble Supreme Court,
while adjudicating the issues, involving similar situation, in State Bank cf Bikaner and Jaipur vs. Nemi Chand
Nalwaya AIR 2011 SC 1931, Judgment reported in (1998) 4 SCC310, Vishwamohun Vs. Union of India, Judgment of
the Hon'ble Supreme Court rendered in Tarachand Vyas Vs. Chairman, Disciplinary Authority reported in (1997) 4
SCC 565. Bank employees deal with the money of depositors and customers. As such they are required to take all
possible steps to protect the interest of the Bank and to discharge their duties with utmost integrity, honesty and
devotion and to do nothing which is unbecoming of a Bank employee/Officer. It is no defence to say that there is no loss or
profit resulted in the case. It is pertinent to state that owing to fraudulent acts of the Petitioner, the bank is put to reputation loss
and loss of public money and there are no extenuating circumstances warranting for extending sympathy to consider for any
leniency in the matter"”. It is submitted that the petition is baseless on facts and untenable as per Law. Hence, the petition is
liable to be dismissed with exemplary costs, as the petition is devoid of merits.

4, Both the parties have submitted their written submissions.

5. On the basis of rival pleadings of both the parties following issues arise for determination in the
present case:-

l. Whether the departmental enquiry held against Smt. K. Saraswathi, Ex. Clerk of State Bank of
India is legal and valid?

Il. Whether the action of management of State Bank of India, Vijayawada in dismissing the services
of Smt. K. Saraswathi, Ex. Clerk is justified?

1I. To what relief the Workman is entitled?
Findings:-

6. Point No. I:- The legality and validity of departmental enquiry has been held legal and valid vide order dated
22.11.2024.

This point is decided accordingly.
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7. Point No. Il:- In the instant case Petitioner Smt. K. Saraswathi has challenged her dismissal order passed by
respondent vide proceeding dated 13.1.2003 imposing the penalty of dismissal from bank’s services without notice
on the grounds of that being it is illegal, arbitrary, unjust, improper and in violation of principles of natural justice.

8. The record of enquiry proceeding goes to reveal that following charges framed against the charge sheeted
employee:-

“I. It is reported that on 7.3.2001 you have presented a forged Savings Bank withdrawal dated 7.3.2001 for
Rs.30,000/- without pass book pertaining to SB account No.12/2556 of Smt. Y. Nirmala Devi, a customer
and obtained payment thereof.

2. It is reported that you have unauthorizedly kept the amount of Rs.30,000/- withdrawn by you from the SB
account No.12/2556 of Smt. Y. Nirmala Devi by means of a forged withdrawal on 7.3.2001 till 17.8.2001 i.e.,
for a period of 5 months — 10 days and when Smt. Y. Nirmaladevi made a complaint to the Branch manager
of Nunna branch, you have made good the said amount on 17.8.01 to the Branch Manager, State Bank of
India, Nunna with a written request to handover the same to Smt. Y. Nirmala Devi.

3. It is reported that you have posted two extraneous credits of Rs.30,000/- each on 22.3.2001 and 13.4.2001 in
the saving bank account no.12/2556 of Smt. Y. Nirmala Devi, a customer, without supporting vouchers.

4, It is reported that you have altered the balances in the Savings Bank Account No.12/2556 of Smt Y. Nirmala
Devi on several occasions from 7.3.01 onwards to facilitate monthly balancing.”

After recording the evidence, Enquiry Officer had found charge sheeted employee guilty of the charges as mentioned
above.

9. First and foremost plea taken by Petitioner is that the complaint is starting point of any disciplinary action
but in the present matter there is no complaint against the Petitioner and Enquiry Officer has not called the customer,
the complainant as management witness in the enquiry whereas the PW1 in his cross examination has clearly stated
that as per PEx.8 the complainant /account holder Smt. Y. Nirmala Devi visited bank on 7.3.2001 without passbhook
and asked the help of Petitioner to withdraw an amount of Rs.30,000/- from her account. Therefore, Petitioner has
signed as a witness on withdrawal form. Thus, for the want of evidence of complainant customer Smt. Y. Nirmala
Devi the dismissal order of Petitioner is illegal and liable to be set aside.

10. Perused the record. In this case the disciplinary proceedings was initiated against the CSE Petitioner on the
charge of committing misconduct while she was working in the Bank as Senior Assistant. The allegation against the
Petitioner is that she had presented forged SB account withdrawal form and obtained the payment of Rs.30,000/-
from the SB Account of customer Smt. Nirmala Devi unauthorizedly and misappropriated the aforesaid amount for
considerable period of 5 months 10 days. Secondly, she has been charge sheeted for altering the balances in SB
account No.12/2556 of Smt. Y. Nirmala Devi, without supporting voucher and altering the balances in SB account of
the customer to facilitate monthly balancing and such acts of CSE which amounted to gross misconduct. The
charges alleged has been held proved against CSE in the disciplinary proceedings and Enquiry Officer on the basis
of appreciation of documentary and oral evidence of PW1, PW2, PW3 and PW4 on record has submitted his report
holding CSE guilty of charges.

11. It is settled law that a customer of bank need not be involved in a domestic enquiry conducted as such a
course would not be conducive to proper banker customer relationship and therefore, would not be in the interest of
bank. In this context, reference of the decision of State Bank of India vs Tarun Kumar Banerjee, AIR 2000 page
3028 is relevant. Therein Hon'ble Supreme Court have held that customer of the bank cannot be involved in
domestic enquiry against the employees of the bank as it would not be conducive to proper bank-customer
relationship. Thus, in view of the law laid down by the Hon’ble Apex Court as discussed above, the plea raised by
the Petitioner in this respect is not tenable.

12. Further Petitioner has taken the plea that the statement of imputation of misconduct on which CSE was
charge sheeted employee shall accompany a charge sheet to submit her reply. The object of furnishing statement of
imputation to the delinquent official is to give him all the necessary particulars and details relating to charge so that
she will have sufficient opportunity to put her defence. But in the instant case she has been denied the supply of list
of documents and list of witnesses produced by Management in support of the charges. Further, it is contended that
Audi Alteram Partem is the principle that no one should be condemned without a hearing in which they are given the
opportunity to respond to the accusations against them when the allegation of forgery and withdrawal was not
established. The Management in the instant case without considering the version of the Petitioner and the records has
passed her dismissal order in gross violation of the said principle.

13. On the other hand, Learned Counsel for Respondent contended that the departmental enquiry against the
charge sheeted employee has been held by following the principles of natural justice and fair opportunity of hearing
was extended to the Petitioner during the enquiry. Further, it is submitted that the defence representative was also
permitted during the enquiry on behalf of the Petitioner. Therefore, the claim of the Petitioner that fair opportunity of
hearing was not accorded is baseless and not acceptable.
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14, Perused the record of enquiry proceeding. The record of enquiry goes to reveal that Petitioner CSE has been
accorded ample opportunity of hearing at every stage of the proceeding which she availed and she never raised any
objection at any stage of proceeding complaining of causing of prejudice of any nature to her before the Enquiry
Officer. Further, the record of enquiry proceeding goes to show that she received all the papers and documents filed
that relied upon by the Respondent bank in support of the charge sheet and she also filed her reply and also cross
examined the management witness and the opportunity to adduce evidence in defence was also accorded to her which
she did not avail. The inquiry report further goes to show that the Enquiry Officer appreciated the oral or documentary
evidence and thereafter has submitted his reasoned report holding the CSE guilty of all four charges. Therefore, in
the instant case, no case is made out to hold that domestic enquiry suffers from any procedural lapses or was
conducted in violation of principles of natural justice thereby causing any prejudice to the rights of the applicant.
Further, the record of enquiry proceeding goes to reveals that defence representative on behalf of the charge sheeted
employee has also submitted his written brief on conclusion of the hearing of the enquiry and she never complained
of non-service of documents on which the Respondent has relied upon in support of the charge. Therefore, in view
of fore gone discussion the plea of the Petitioner that she was not accorded fair opportunity of hearing during
enquiry proceeding is not tenable.

15. Further, it is contended on behalf of the Petitioner that the charges were framed against the Petitioner with
the allegation that on 7.3.2001 she had presented a forged Savings Bank withdrawal dated 7.3.2001 for Rs. 30,000/-
without passbook pertaining to SB account No0.12/2256 of Smt. Y.Nirmala Devi a customer and obtained the payment
herself and misappropriated the same unauthorizedly by keeping amount of Rs.30,000/- for the period of 5 months 10
days without any justification and explanation. Further, when customer/Account holder Smt. Y. Nirmala Devi made a
complaint to the Branch Manager of Nunna branch, CSE has made good the amount on 17.8.2001. Petitioner
contended that none of the ingredients of i.e., forged withdrawal, unauthorisedly keeping money with her has been
proved in the absence of evidence either through oral or through documentary. Therefore, the claim of the respondent
that charge stands proved against CSE is arbitrary and frivolous.

16. In this context, perused the record. It is undisputed that there was withdrawal of the amount of Rs.30,000/-
from the account No.12/ 2566 of Smt. Y. Nirmala Devi on 7.3.2001 by the Petitioner and same amount was handed
over to the Branch Manager by the Petitioner /CSE on 17.8.2001 after a period of 5 months 10 days. The fact of
withdrawal of Rs.30,000/- by the Petitioner /CSE from the SB Account of Smt. Nirmala Devi on 7.3.2001 and
keeping the said amount by CSE until 17.8.2001 with her and got it returned to Branch Manager on 17.8.2001 after a
long period of 5 months 10 days is clearly established by oral and documentary evidence on record. However, during
the Departmental enquiry proceeding, when Enquiry Officer asked charge sheeted employee whether she wants to
submit anything in the matter. In reply CSE stated that as quoted below verbatim:-

“I have been appointed in the bank through compassionate appointment. I have three children out of which one boy
and girl are not settled yet. | have the responsibility to look after them. | have not done any mistake knowingly.
Please forgive me with a big heart if 1 have done any mistake unknowingly. Please give back my job to me. |
promise that | will not make any mistake further, will work to the satisfaction of the higher authorities and will not
bring any defame to the bank. | have no other assets other than this job. My children and | will become orphans
without this job. So I request you to please forgive me as this is my first mistake and please give back my job to me. |
have been cheated in many ways in my life. | am totally dependent on this job. Myself and my family members will
become orphans without the job. Please forgive me with mercy.”

Thus, from the aforesaid statement of CSE it is clearly established that on 7.3.2001 Petitioner/CSE has withdrawn the
amount of Rs.30,000/- from the bank account of one customer Smt. Y. Nirmala Devi unauthorizedly by means of
forged withdrawal and kept the said amount with her for a period of 5 months 10 days. Thus, Petitioner had admitted
her mistake that is further corroborated by oral and documentary evidence on record. Thus, Petitioner has committed
misconduct of misappropriation of money and rightly held guilty of charges. Further, it is established that Smt.Y.
Nirmaladevi made a complaint to the Branch Manager of Nunna branch, of short of fund inher SB Account on
17.8.2001 and thereafter CSE made good the said amount on 17.8.2001 to the Branch Manager, State Bank of India,
Nunna. Further, CSE has also written an application to Branch Manager with request to handover the said amount to
Smt. Y. Nirmala Devi. Thus, there is ample evidence on record in support of the charges levelled against the CSE
[Petitioner. The plea of Petitioner that ingredients of the charge framed against her is not supported by any evidence
is not acceptable.

17. Petitioner strenuously argued that the complainant herein Smt. Y. Nirmala Devi has already withdrawn her
complaint vide PEx. 8 moved against the CSE/Petitioner and therefore in these circumstances, the charges of
unauthorised withdrawal of the amount of Rs. 30,000/- from the account of Smt. Y.Nirmala Devi the complainant and
retaining the amount with her for 5 months 10 days is not proved.

18. Perused the record of enquiry proceeding. During enquiry, Petitioner’s defence representative has cross
examined PW?2 and witness has stated about contents of PEx.8 reproduced as under:-
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“It is a letter addressed to the Branch Manager, SBI, Name dt. 17/08/01 by Y Nirmala Devi W/O R Prasada Rao.
Ashok Nagar Patamata, Vijayawada. The contents are that she is having SB A/C 12/2556 in our branch. On
07/03/2001 she came to the bank to withdraw and amount of Rs. 30,000/- but she forgot to bring the passbook. Hence,
she requested Smt K Saraswathi, staff of Nunna branch to help her in drawing the amount since she needed the funds
urgent, and she could not bring the passbook within the banking hours as she was staying at a long distance. On
reverse of the voucher, Smt Saraswati witnessed her signature and asked her to wait or one will handover the cash at
her residence. Today when she complained to the bank on 16/08/01 the amount was returned to her account by Smt K
Saraswati. As such complaint may kindly be treated as withdrawn.”

Thus, it is established that account holder Smt. Nirmala Devi has moved complaint dated 16.8.2011 for short of fund
of Rs.30,000/- in her account against Petitioner Smt. Saraswathi Devi and later on she has withdrawn it. But the fact
remains established that Petitioner has withdrawn the amount of Rs.30,000/- from the account of the complainant
Smt. Y. Nirmala Devi on 7.3.2001 unauthorizedly and she kept it with her for a period of 5 months and 10 days
returned the same on 17.8.2001. The Petitioner being posted on the post of Senior Assistant while in the employment
of bank has to maintain integrity and devotion to duty and she is not authorised to withdraw the amount from the
customer’s account unauthorisedly and to retain it with her for 5 months 10 days without any justification. The duty
enjoins upon the Petitioner was either to return the amount to the customer or to inform the Branch Manager on the
same day to get it deposited into the sundry account of the bank. But the conduct of the Petitioner by retaining the
amount of Rs.30,000/- with her after withdrawing from the account of the complainant for 5 moths 10 days cannot be
said to be justified in any manner whatsoever may be. As regards the act of misconduct committed by an employee |
would like to make a reference of decisions of Hon'ble Supreme Court as extracted below:-

The “Misconduct” has been explained by Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case M.M. Malhotra vs. Union of India
others, wherein the Hon'ble Apex Court held in paragraphs 17 to 21 on Misconduct® which are being
reproduced as under:

"17. The range of activities which may amount to acts which are inconsistent with the interest of public service and
not befitting the status, position and dignity of a public servant are so varied that it would be impossible for the
employer to exhaustively enumerate such acts and treat the categories of misconduct as closed. It has, therefore, to be
noted that the word "misconduct” is not capable of precise definition. But at| the same time though incapable of
precise definition, the word "misconduct™ on reflection receives its connotation from the context, the delinquency in
performance and its effect on the discipline and the nature of the duty. The act complained of must bear a forbidden
quality or character and its ambit has to be construed with reference to the subject-matter and the context wherein
the term occurs, having regard to the scope of the statute and the public purpose it seeks to serve.

18. In Union of India and Ors. v. Harjeet Singh Sandhu, (2001| 5 SCC 593, in the background of Rule 14 of the Army
Rules, it was held that any wrongful act or any act of delinquency which may or may not involve moral turpitude
would be "misconduct” under Rule 14.

19. In Baldev Singh Gandhi v. State of Punjab and Ors., 2002] 3 SCC 667, it was held that the expression
"misconduct™ means unlawful behaviour, misfeasance, wrong conduct, misdemeanour etc.

20. Similarly, in State of Punjab and Ors. v. Ram Singh Ex. Constable, AIR (1992) SC 2188), it was held that the term
"misconduct™ may involve moral turpitude. It must be improper or wrong behaviour, unlawful behaviour, wilful in
character, forbidden act, a transgression of established and definite rule of action or code of conduct but not mere
error of judgment, carelessness or negligence in performance of the duty; the act complained of bears forbidden
quality or character.

21. "Misconduct" as stated in Batt's Law of Master and Servant (4th Edition) (at page 63) is "comprised positive acts
and not mere neglects or failures,” The definition of the word as given in Ballentine's Law Dictionary (148th Edition)
is "A transgression of some established and definite rule of action, where no discretion is left except what necessity
may demand, it is a violation of definite Law, a forbidden act. It differs from carelessness.

Further, in the case Inspector Premchand vs. Government of NCT of Delhi and others, Hon'ble Apex Court
considered the term "misconduct™ and held as under in paragraphs 10 and 11:

"10. In State of Punjab and Ors. vs. Ram Singh Ex. Constable, it was stated:
"Misconduct has been defined in Black's Law Dictionary, Sixth Edition at page 999, thus:

'A transgression of some established and definite rule of action, a forbidden act, a dereliction from duty, unlawful
behaviour, willful in character, improper or wrong behaviour, its synonyms are misdemeanor, misdeed, misbehavior,
delinquency, impropriety, mismanagement, offense, but not negligence or carelessness." Misconduct in office has been
defined as:
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"Any unlawful behaviour by a public officer in relation to the duties of his office, willful in character. Term embraces
acts which the officer holder had no right to perform, acts performed improperly, and failure to act in the face of
affirmative duty to act.”

11. In P. Ramanatha Aiyar's Law Lexicon, 3rd edition, at page 3027, the term 'misconduct’ has been defined as
under:

"The term 'misconduct’ implies, a wrongful intention, and not a mere error of judgment.
Misconduct is not necessarily the same thing as conduct involving moral turpitude.

The word 'misconduct is a relative term, and has to be construed with reference to the subject matter and the context
wherein the term occurs, having regard to the scope of the Act or statute which is being construed. Misconduct
literally means wrong conduct or improper conduct.”

From the aforesaid law laid down by Hon'ble Supreme Court it is evident that misconduct generally it means unlawful
behaviour, wrong conduct, misdemeanor etc.  The word misconduct has to be construed with the reference to the
subject matter and the context where the term occurs. It is failure to act in the face of an affirmative duty to act and is
not mere negligence or failure or an error of judgement. Thus, in the instant matter, the conduct of CSE can not be
termed as negligence or failure or any error of judgement. But the record clearly shows that act of CSE Petitioner of
misappropriation of money of Rs.30000/- after withdrawal of it from the account of customer by forged withdrawal
for a considerable period of 5 months 10 days and in furtherance of that misconduct Petitioner also made a forged
entry in order to correct monthly balance in the account of customer as well as in ledger entries goes to show the
malafide act committed under definition of ‘Misconduct’.

19. As regards appreciation of evidence in the departmental proceeding, relevant decisions of Hon'ble Supreme
Court are being discussed below:-

In the case of State of Haryana versus Rattan Singh 1977 ACC page 491 while dealing with the standard of proof/
Evidence applicable in domestic enquiry Hon'ble Supreme Court have held:-

4. It is well settled that in a domestic enquiry the strict and sophisticated rules of evidence under the Indian Evidence
Act may not apply. Ail materials which are logically probative for a prudent mind are permissible. There is no allergy
to hearsay evidence provided it has reasonable nexus and credibility. It is true that departmental authorities and
administrative tribunals must be careful in evaluating such material and should not glibly swallow what is strictly
speaking not relevant under the Indian Evidence Act. For this proposition it is not necessary to cite decisions nor text
books, although we have been taken through case law and other authorities by counsel on both sides. The essence of a
judicial approach is objectivity, exclusion of extraneous materials or considerations and observance of rules of
natural justice. Of course, fairplay is the basis and if perversity or arbitrariness, bias or surrender of independence of
judgment vitiate the conclusions reached, such finding,even though of a domestic tribunal, cannot be held good.
However, the courts below mis-directed themselves, perhaps, in insisting that passengers who had come in and gone
out should be chased and brought before the tribunal before a valid finding could be recorded. The ‘residuum’ rule to
which counsel for the respondent referred, based upon certain passengers from American jurisprudence does not go
to that extent nor does the passage from Halsbury insist on such rigid requirement. The simple point is, was there
some evidence or was there no evidence not in the sense of the technical rules governing regular court proceedings
but in a fair common-sense way as men of understanding and wordly wisdom will accept. Viewed in this way,
sufficiency of evidence in proof of the finding by a domestic tribunal is beyond scrutiny. Absence of any evidence in
support of a ending is certainty available for the court to look into because it amounts to an error of law apparent on
the record. We find, in this case, that the evidence of Chamanlal, Inspector of the flying squad, is some evidence
which has elevance to the charge leveled against the respondent. Therefore, we are unable to hold that the order is
invalid on that ground.

In the case of State of Rajasthan & Ors. Vs. Heem Singh, civil Appeal No.3340/2020, dated 29.10.2021, Hon’ble
Apex Court have held:

Disciplinary enquiries have to abide by the rules of natural justice. But they are not governed by strict rules of
evidence which apply to judicial proceedings. The standard of proof is hence not the strict standard which governs a
criminal trial, of proof be yond reasonable doubt, but a civil standard governed by a preponderance of probabilities.
Within the rule of preponderance, there are varying approaches based on context and subject. The first end of the
spectrum is founded on deference and autonomy -deference to the position of the disciplinary authority as a fact
finding authority and autonomy of the employer in maintaining discipline and efficiency of the service. At the other
end of the spectrum is the principle that the court has the jurisdiction to interfere when the findings in the enquiry are
based on no evidence or when they suffer from perversity.

To determine whether the finding in a disciplinary enquiry is based on some evidence an initial or threshold level of
scrutiny is undertaken. That is to satisfy the conscience of the court that there is some evidence to support the charge
of misconduct and to guard against perversity. But this does not allow the court to re-appreciate evidentiary findings
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in a disciplinary enquiry or to substitute a view which appears to the judge to be more appropriate. To do so would
offend the first principle which has been outlined above. The ultimate guide is the exercise of robust common sense
without which the judges' craft is in vain.”

In Moni Shankar v. Union of India and Anr. [(2008) 3 SCC 484], this Court held:

“17. The departmental proceeding is a quasi judicial one. Although the provisions of the Evidence Actare not
applicable in the said proceeding, principles of natural justice are required to be complied with. The Court exercising
power of judicial review are entitled to consider as to whether while inferring commission of misconduct on the part
of a delinquent officer relevant piece of evidence has been taken into consideration and irrelevant facts have been
excluded therefrom. Inference on facts must be based on evidence which meet the requirements of legal principles.
The Tribunal was, thus, entitled to arrive at its own conclusion on the premise that the evidence adduced by the
department, even if it is taken on its face value to be correct in its entirety, meet the requirements of burden of proof,
namely -

preponderance of probability. If on such evidences, the test of the doctrine of proportionality has not been satisfied,
the Tribunal was within its domain to interfere. We must place on record that the doctrine of unreasonableness is
giving way to the doctrine of proportionality."

Thus, in view of the principle laid down by the Hon’ble Apex Court in the above stated cases, in the instant matter
there is ample documentary and oral evidence against the CSE to prove the charges against her that on 7.3.2001 she
has withdrawn the amount of Rs.30,000/- unauthorizedly with forged withdrawal form from the SB account of one
customer Smt. Y. Nirmala Devi and misappropriated the same till she made complaint on 16.8.2001 and CSE made
good that amount to the Branch Manager after a period of 5 months 10 days. It is settled law that even the
misappropriation of property of others for a short period, amounts to misconduct for which the delinquent is liable
for disciplinary action. In the instant matter it is not a case of no evidence and there is ample documentary and oral
evidence against delinquent on record. Hence, the plea of workman that dismissal order suffer from perversity is not
tenable.

20. Therefore, on the basis of oral and documentary evidence as well as the admission of the CSE/Petitioner
during the enquiry that she had unauthorizedly withdrawn an amount of Rs.30,000/- from the bank account of Smt.
Y. Nirmala Devi and retained it for 5 months 10 days unauthorizedly in violation of rules/regulations of Bank,
thereby Petitioner has committed gross misconduct hence she has been awarded the penalty of dismissal from
service. As the charges has been proved against the delinquent employee in the enquiry, no employer would suffer or
allow or tolerate such behaviour of his employee and it has every right to initiate domestic enquiry against such
employee for gross misconduct. Thus, the charges being serious in nature therefore the order of dismissal passed
against the Petitioner cannot be faulted with nor it can be said in any way disproportionate to the gravity of the
charges. In other words, punishment of dismissal is proportionate with the gravity of the charges and deserves to be
upheld.

21. Further, workman has taken the plea that there has been no loss to bank or to complainant except for some
inconvenience of one day for which she has explained the reason. It is settled law that in the matter of disciplinary
proceeding, question of loss is immaterial. In such matters, it is to be seen whether the conduct of delinquent
employee was in contravention of rules/regulations, practice of employment, that amounts to misconduct and same
attracts the disciplinary proceeding against employee. Hence, the facts remain that Petitioner has misappropriated
the amount of customer of Rs.30000/- after withdrawing it from account by forged withdrawal and retained it for a
considerable period of 5 months 10 days. The question of misconduct of delinquent employee has to be considered
here, question of loss to any party is immaterial for disciplinary proceedings against employee.

22. As regards the jurisdiction of Tribunal to interfere in the decision of the disciplinary authority, regarding
quantum of punishment is concerned, Hon'ble Supreme Court have held that Courts will not act as an Appellate Court
and reassess the evidence held in domestic enquiry nor interfere with the punishment.

In this context, reference of decision of Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of State of Bikaner & Jaipur Vs. Nemi
Chand Nalwaya in Civil Appeal N0.5861/2007 AIR 2011 SC 1931 dated 1.3.2001 is relevant wherein the
Hon’ble Apex Court have held:-

“6. It is now well settled that the courts will not act as an appellate court and reassess the evidence led in the domestic
Enquiry, nor interfere on the ground that another view is possible on the material on record. If the Enquiry has been fairly and
properly held and the findings are based on evidence, the question of adequacy of the evidence or the reliable nature of the
evidence will not be grounds for interfering with the findings in departmental enquiries. Therefore, courts will not interfere with
findings of fact recorded in departmental enquiries, except where such findings are based on no evidence or where they are
clearly perverse. The test to find out perversity is to see whether a tribunal acting reasonably could have arrived at such
conclusion or finding, on the material on record. Courts will however interfere with the findings in disciplinary matters, if
principles of natural justice or statutory regulations have been violated or if the order is found to be arbitrary, capricious, mala
fide or based on extraneous considerations.”
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Further, in Vishwamohan Vs. Union of India, (1998) 4 SCC 310, Hon'ble Supreme Court have held:-

"trust is the corner stone of Banking business, absolute devotion, diligence, integrity and honesty needs to be
preserved by every bank employee. If it is not observed, the confidence of the public/ depositors would be impaired".

In Tarachand Viyas Vs. Chairman, Disciplinary Authority reported in (1997) 4 SCC 565, where in the Hon’ble
Apex Court have held:-

"that the Bank employees are required to exercise higher degrees of honesty and integrity. They deal with the money
of depositors and customers. As such they are required to take all possible steps to protect the interest of the Bank
and to discharge their duties with utmost integrity, honesty and devotion and to do nothing which is unbecoming of a
Bank employee/Officer. it is no defence to say that there is no loss or profit resulted in the case. It is pertinent to state
that owing to fraudulent acts of the petitioner, the bank is put to reputation loss and loss of public money and there
are no extenuating circumstances warranting for extending sympathy to consider for any leniency in the natter".

Thus, in view of the above the plea of the Petitioner that the respondent management has imposed disproportionate
punishment which is shockingly disproportionate to one’s conscious is not tenable. In the instant matter, the
Departmental Enquiry has been conducted against the charge sheeted employee fairly and properly and findings are
based on relevant evidence. The question of adequacy of evidence and the reliable nature of evidence will not be
ground for interfering with the finding in Departmental Enquiries. Therefore, plea of the Petitioner in view of the
above is not tenable. As regards nature of gravity of the misconduct committed by Petitioner is concerned, in this
context | would like to make reference of few decisions of the Hon'ble Supreme Court, which are discussed as
under:-

In the case of Chairman and Managing Director, United Commercial Bank vs. PC Kakkar AIR 2003 SC page
3571, Hon'ble Supreme Court of India have held,

“Bank officer is required to exercise higher standards of honesty and integrity -Defence that there was no loss of
profit resulting — not available when delinquent employee acted without authority- High Court setting aside as
shockingly disproportionate without indicating reasons — Amounts to denial of justice- fact that co-delinquent is
given lesser punishment — can also be no ground for interference.”

In JP Jain Vs. Management of State Bank of India 1982 AIR page 673,

“ the facts of the case are that the Appellant was working as cashier in the Meerut State branch of State Bank of
India, the complainant, came to bank to receive his pass book. On receipt of pass book accountholder complained
that he had withdrawn only Rs.500/- but there is entry of Rs.1500/- as shown in the passbook. The complainant
reported matter to the Supervisor R K Gupta, and necessary documents pertaining to such withdrawal were examined
and it was found that the complainant has given a letter of authority to the Appellant workman and authorizing to
withdraw the amount Rs.500/-from his account. The said authority letter was for withdrawal of Rs.500/-, but,
workman acting as cashier manipulated figure in the letter from Rs.500/- to Rs.1500/- and withdrawn the amount
retained Rs.1000/- with him.

In that case enquiry was held and the casual Appellant was dismissed from the job. In the case the alleged
misconduct of the Appellant to produce forged documents and withdrew Rs.1500/- instead Rs.500/- and Rs.1000/- in
excess of the amount which he was not authorized misappropriated it. In that case Appellant had submitted his
confession letter and on the basis of the confession letter and substantial evidence he was terminated from the service
and the Hon ble Apex Court upheld the termination of the Appellant.”

(vii).  Inthe case of Darshan Singh Vs. Canara Bank CWP No0.10458/ 2003 D.O.D. 6.4.2017 High Court
held:

“the Court has rightly observed that oral evidence contrary to documentary evidence and entries has not to be
believed this was the case defendant for proof of misconduct on documentary evidence and entries in the Saving Bank
Account pass book and ledger folios etc.. The workman admitted that these entries made by him saying that it was
made under bonafide mistake. Such act have serious propensities which when made public a bank might loss its
reputation and confidence in investing public, not continue employment. It was the case of misappropriation. Even if
it is classified as temporary misappropriation or temporary embezzlement both are bad of law. Workman therefore,
cannot be absolved simply, by saying that entries were some bonafide mistake. In the opinion of Labour Court no
lenience can be shown to the workman. Once the misconduct is proved in the enquiry conducted by employer,
punishment imposed cannot be interfered with by the Tribunal except in cases where the punishment is so harsh as to
suggest victimization.”

Further, in the case of Karnataka Bank Ltd., Vs. A.L. Mohan Rao, Civil Appeal No.1733 of 2004, date of
decision 26.10.2005 Hon'ble Supreme Court has upheld punishment of dismissal of bank employee of gross
misconduct of similar nature as in the instant matter.
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23. The facts of the case are that, Respondent was working as an attendar at the Kudregundi branch of appellant
bank and he was charge sheeted for gross misconduct in as much as he has colluded with one of the Branch Managers
and enabled grant of a fictitious loan in the name of one Sri Ramakrishna, the real beneficiary being a person named
B. Raghava. During enquiry, the Respondent admitted that he prepared the loan agreement. He admitted that he had
made the relevant entries in the Ledger and credit and debit slips and also prepared DP note and the other documents
required for the purpose of loan. It was admitted that he had prepared these documents knowing that he had no
authority to make any entries in the books/ledgers. In that case Hon'ble Supreme Court have held:-

“6. In our view, a gross misconduct of this nature does merit termination. We fail to see what other type of
misconduct would merit termination. It is not for the courts to interfere in cases of gross misconduct of this nature
with the decision of the disciplinary authority so long as the inquiry has been fair and proper and misconduct proved.
In such matters, it is for the disciplinary authority to decide what is the fit punishment. In any case on such a
misconduct, it could never have been said that termination of service is not the appropriate punishment.”

Therefore, in view of the fore gone discussion and law laid down by the Hon’ble Apex Court, as discussed in
preceding paragraphs, the punishment of dismissal imposed upon the Petitioner for committing gross misconduct of
misappropriation of amount of customers by withdrawing from SB account unauthorizedly, is proportionate with the
gravity of the charges and it deserves to be upheld. Petition is devoid of merit and liable to be dismissed.

Thus, Point No.Il is decided accordingly.

24, Point No.lll: In view of the finding given at Points No. | & II, the Petitioner is not entitled to get any
relief and this petition is found to be baseless, hence, liable to be dismissed the action of Respondent Bank
Management in dismissing the service of CSE is held justified.

Therefore, Point No.lll is decided accordingly.
AWARD

The action of the management of State Bank of India, Vijayawada in dismissing the services of Smt. K.
Saraswathi, Ex-Clerk is held legal and justified. The workman is not entitled to any relief as prayed for. Reference
is answered accordingly.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, transcribed by her, corrected and signed by me on this
the 25" day of February, 2025.

IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence

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

Documents marked for the Petitioner
NIL

Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL
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New Delhi, the 1st April, 2025

S.0. 552.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 04/2020-21) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal cum Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers
in relation to Life Insurance Corporation of India and Shri Upendra Madanlal Patle which was received along
with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 01.04.2025.

[No. Z-16025/04/2025-1R(M)-28]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/Appln/04/2020-21 Date: 11.03.2025.
Party No.1: Upendra Madanlal Patle

Aged about 34 years,

Occupation : Nil,

R/o. Rajegaon, Post Rajegaon,

Tah. and District — Gondia.
VIs.

Party No.2:

1) The Life Insurance Corporation of
India, through the Senior Divisional
Manager, Divisional Office, Nagpur,
National Insurance Building,S.V.
Patel Marg, Nagpur, Tah. & District-
Nagpur.

2) The Branch Manager, Life Insurance
Corporation of India, Ganesh Nagar,
Gondia, Tah. and District-Gondia.

AWARD
(Dated: 11™ March, 2025)

In exercise of the powers conferred by Section (1) & (2) of Section 2-A of Industrial Disputes (Amendment)
Act, 2010 (“the Act” in short), the applicant filed an industrial dispute between the employers, in relation to the
management of Life Insurance Corporation of India and the applicant, Shri. Upendra M. Patle for adjudication, vide
case no. CGIT/NGP/ApplIn/04/2020-2021, with the following issues framed:-

“Whether the termination of the applicant vide order dated 19/01/2019 is legal, fair and justified?”

2. Case called out. Learned Counsel for the respondent Mr. Ghagarkar is present before the Court but none is
present on behalf of the applicant. Applicant is not responding and attending the Court since 24/03/2023. Today the
case is fixed for adducing evidence from the side of applicant and hearing on the application for dismissal of the case
filed by the respondent dated 23/01/2025. Heard, Learned Counsel for the respondent on dismissal application but
none is present on behalf of the applicant to protest against this application. Although applicant as well as respondent
have filed their statement of claim and written statement respectively but applicant has not filed any evidence to prove
the contents of the claim. Applicant is not appearing before the Court since long back. It appears that he does not want
to contest the case further more. Claim of the applicant is not proved. So, it is closed.

Hence it is ordered.
ORDER

The termination of the applicant vide order dated 19/01/2019 is legal, fair and justified. The workman
is not entitled to any relief.

Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer
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< faeett, 1 anlier, 2025

T, 553.—=ntrs foare stferfaa (1947 &1 14) &t g 17 F ATE0 |, Feald TR
T FAT Ui St e F yauds F gag Faet @i ot gr Mt fig F = aqay § [
FRIT R ST ATEFr U q° A, IRy, 9=91e (Rew T.- 23/2001) #r s
FqeaE | @ 77 8, THIAT AT § S hea 1T Gt wl arFe Hidr & 917 01.04.2025 F1 9T
g AT

[€. Tol - 30012/10/2001- 3T TR (TH)]
&= T TR, sEw at=a

New Delhi, the 1st April, 2025

S.0. 553.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 23/2001) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal cum Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers
in relation to Indo Burma Petrol Company Limited and Shri Har Govind Singh which was received along with
soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 01.04.2025.

[No. L-30012/10/2001-1R(M)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/23/2001 Date: 11.03.2025.
Party No.1: Indo Burma Petrol Co. Ltd.
265-A, Bajaj nagar,
Nagpur.
V/s.
Party No.2:

Sh. Har Govind Singh

C/o Sh.R.R.Naidu,Jt. Secy, Hammer Workers Union, Sath
Niwas, West Park Rd. Maurka Gali, Dhantoli

Nagpur.

AWARD
(Dated: 11th March, 2025)

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in short), the Central Government has referred the industrial
dispute between the employers, in relation to the management of Dy. General Manager, IBP Company Ltd., Nagpur
and their workman Shri Har Govind Singh, for adjudication, as per letter No. L-30012/10/2001 (IR(M)) dated
15.05.2001, with the following schedule:-

“Whether the action of the management of Dy. General Manager, IBP Company Ltd. Nagpur in
terminating the services of Shri Har Govind Singh, Ex-courierman w.e.f. 15.10.1999 was legal, proper &
justified? If not, what relief the said workman is entitled to and from what date?”

2. Case called out. Both the parties are absent. Both parties are not responding and attending the Court since
03/03/2023. Although, petitioner and respondent have filed statement of claim and written statement respectively.
Petitioner has also filed affidavit as his evidence but petitioner has not come before the Court to prove the contents of
the affidavit as well as contents of the statement of claim. Previously, on 23/05/2002, case was decided by my
predecessors. At that time no evidence was produced by the workman in support of the claim. Later on, this order was
set aside and case has been restored but on same footing, petitioner is not attending the Court since long back and no



1416 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : APRIL 5, 2025/CHAITRA 15, 1947 [PART II—SEC. 3(ii)]

other evidence has been adduced by him to prove his claim. It appears that petitioner is not interested to contest the
case further more. Case of the petitioner is not proved. So, it is closed.

Hence, it is ordered:
ORDER

The action of the management of Dy. General Manager, IBP Company Ltd. Nagpur in terminating the
services of Shri Har Govind Singh, Ex-courierman w.e.f. 15.10.1999 was legal, proper & justified. The
workman is not entitled to any relief.

Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer

% feeett, 1 aidt, 2025

F.AT. 554, —3 =R faare ffm, 1947 (1947 &7 14) & ORT 17 & W H B

WHR AL IAd & JdIdd, Hag A AR SHe PHeR @ d9 oy # fAfde sienfE foare #
HEIT WRBR ST ARHT /319 ~aTerd AR S gare (40/2018-19) warf™ra ol 2 |

[%. Tal - 41012/25/2018- 3 3R (F1-1)]

gaT, 39 Ao

New Delhi, the 1st April, 2025

S.0. 554.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 40/2018-19) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Nagpur_as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Central Railway and
their workmen.

[No. L-41012/25/2018-1R(B-1)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/40/2018-19 Date: 27.02.2025.
Party No.1: The Divisional Railway Manager (P),

Central Railway, Nagpur division,
Kingsway, Station Road,
Nagpur — 440001.

VI/s.

Party No.2: @) Shri Walmik anandrao,

Clo Plaza Tailors, S.T. Depot Road,
Ramnagar, Wardha (M.S.) — 442001.
(b) The Joint Divisional Secretary,
Rail Kamgar Sena, Nagpur Divisional Office,
Office No. 4, Basement, ‘C’ Wing,
Rai Ashiyan Housing Society,
Motibag, Nr. Kadbi Chowk,
Nagpur — 440004.
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AWARD
(Dated: 27" February, 2025)

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in short), the Central Government has referred the industrial
dispute between the employers, in relation to the management of Central Railway and their workman, Shri Walmik
Anandrao Mankar through The Joint Divisional Secretary, Rail Kamgar Sena for adjudication, as per letter No. L-
41012/25/2018-1R(B-1) dated 31.10.2018, with the following schedule:-

“Whether the action of the management of Central Railway, Nagpur through its Divisional Railway

Manager in deducting illegal recovery of Rs. 4,915/- per month from the salary of Shri Walmik

Anandrao Mankar w.e.f. 18.08.2015 and not returning the amount allegedly deducted is just, fair and

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

2. Case is called out. Both the parties are absent. Both the parties are not attending and responding since
13.06.2019. Petitioner has not filed Statement of claim till date. Similarly, Respondent has not filed Written
Statement till date. No other evidence has been filed by the petitioner to prove his claim. Petitioner is not attending
and responding since long back. It appears that, he is not interested to contest the case. Claim of the petitioner is not
proved. So, it is closed.

Hence, it is ordered:

ORDER
The action of the management of Central Railway, Nagpur through its Divisional Railway
Manager in deducting illegal recovery of Rs. 4,915/- per month from the salary of Shri Walmik Anandrao
Mankar w.e.f. 18.08.2015 and not returning the amount allegedly deducted is just, fair and legal. The
workman is not entitled to any relief.

Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer

% feeett, 1 adidt, 2025

FAT. 555.—3MARIF fare affm, 1947 (1947 BT 14) B ORI 17 & JRRT H D

WHR [@Fad & ATHI §F & yduds, dag Mo iR S96 d9eRl @ 9 ey § fifde

ARIRIE faare # d=<i AReR SA=IRE AfHT /5 e 9rgy & vare (03/2010-11) yaifa
Bl 2|

[€. T - 12012/86/2009- 3T1$ 3R (F-1)]

garT, 37 Ao

New Delhi, the 1st April, 2025

S.0. 555.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 03/2010-11) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Nagpur_as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Vidarbha Kshetriya
Gramin Bank and their workmen.

[No. L-12012/86/2009- IR(B-1)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/03/2010-11 Date: 20.02.2025.
Party No.1: The Chairman,

Vidarbha Kshetriya Gramin Bank, Swanand,
Oke Marg, Jatharpeth,
Dist- Akola (MS).
VIs.
Party No.2: Shri Punjaram W. Wankhede,
R/o Belkhed, Post Belkhed,
Tah: Umarkhed,
Distt- Yawatmal (MS).
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AWARD
(Dated: 20" February, 2025)

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in short), the Central Government has referred the industrial
dispute between the employers, in relation to the management of Vidarbha Kshetriya Gramin Bank Umarkhed Branch
and their workman, Shri. Punjaram Waghu Wankhede for adjudication, as per letter No. L-12012/86/2009 (IR(B-I))
dated 13.05.2010, with the following schedule:-

“Whether the action of the management of Vidarbha Kshetriya Gramin Bank Umarkhed Branch in
terminating the services of Shri Punjaram Waghu Wankhede w.e.f. 24.03.2009 is legal and justified? If
not, what relief the workman concerned is entitled to?”

2. Case called out. Learned Counsel for the respondent Shri. N.W. Almelkar is accidently present today before
the Court. Otherwise both the parties are not responding and attending the Court since 24.02.2015 i.e. near about ten
years. Although, petitioner as well as respondent have filed their respective statement of claim and written statement.
Petitioner has also filed affidavit as evidence and some documents have been filed by the petitioner but petitioner has
not come before the Court to prove these documents as well as contents of the affidavit and statement of claim.
Petitioner is not attending and responding the Court since long back. Meaning thereby, he is not interested to contest
the case. Evidence available on record is not sufficient to prove the claim of petitioner. Claim of petitioner is not
proved. so it is closed.

Hence, it is ordered:
ORDER

The action of the management of Vidarbha Kshetriya Gramin Bank Umarkhed Branch in terminating
the services of Shri Punjaram Waghu Wankhede w.e.f. 24.03.2009 is legal and justified. The workman is not
entitled to any relief.

Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer
T2 faeett, 1 3, 2025

FAT. 556.—3=TRIE faare A m, 1947 (1947 &7 14) & ORT 17 & ISR H B

WRER Frgld A6 HH [@A9E & Jdead, Gdg Faeel 3R SHe dReRl & b orgey § fafde

ARNRE fae § kg WeR A=INE ARG/ 5/ g IR & gare (25/2007) v
Pl 2 |

[€. T - 42011/115/2006- 37 3R (F-1)]

g, 37 A=

New Delhi, the 1st April, 2025

S.0. 556.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 25/2007) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of _CPWD _ their
workmen.

[No. L-42011/115/2006- IR(B-1)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/25/2007 Date: 07.03.2025.
Party No.1: The Executive Engineer,
CPWD,

Nasik Central Division, Govt. Security Printing

Press Area,
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VIs.
Party No.2:
Shri Balaji S. Jadhav,
Krushna Nagar, Mudhked,
Teh. Mudhked — 431806
Nanded.
AWARD

(Dated: 07" March, 2025)

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in short), the Central Government has referred the industrial
dispute between the employers, in relation to the management of CPWD and their workman Shri. Balaji Shankarrao
Jadhav for adjudication, as per letter No. L-42011/115/2006 (IR(DU)) dated 03.05.2007, with the following
schedule:-

“Whether there is employer-employee relationship between the management of CPWD and the
claimant Shri Balaji Shankarrao Jadhav? If yes, whether the action of the management in terminating
his services w.e.f. July, 2005 is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?”

2. Case called out. Both the parties are absent. Both the parties are not responding and attending the Court
since 23/10/2015. Although, petitioner and respondent have filed their respective statement of claim and written
statement. Petitioner has filed his affidavit as evidence but petitioner has not come before the Court to prove the
contents of the affidavit as well as the contents of the statement of claim. No other evidence has been adduced by the
petitioner till date. Petitioner is not coming to the Court since long back. It appears that he does not want to contest
the case further more. Claim of the petitioner is not proved. So, it is closed.

Hence, it is ordered:
ORDER

The action of the management in terminating his services w.e.f. July, 2005 is legal and justified. The
workman is not entitled to any relief.

Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer

% feet, 1 o, 2025

FLAT. 557.—=INE fAarg AfRTH, 1947 (1947 BT 14) B ORI 17 S ARRUT H B

RGN FSIET SR &1 T 9% & ydeds, ddg (Faial iR 596 HHaRl & 49 orgay # fAfde
SRR faare # s Siffaxvr /s e WAy & e (g &1 @w = 03/1994 ¥ o wa +
54/2014 ) T B & |

[€. T - 12012/96/93- 31T 3R (F-1)]

gaT, 37 A=

New Delhi, the 1st April, 2025

S.0. 557.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. IT Case No. 3/1994,CIS No. 54/2014) of the Indus.Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court Jaipur_as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Baroda
Rajasthan Kshetriya Gramin Bank and their workmen.

[No. L-12012/96/93- IR(B-1)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
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SRS
TG Do 1d Selie ATAISHReT, JTIYR, oI
Presiding Officer : Rekha Bhargava, RJS (DJ Cadre)
Central IT Case No. : 3/1994
CIS No. : 54/2014
I YR IRBR, 59 HAeT, s fSocil &I QY BHID

Ta—12012 /96 / 93— 3MMS.3MR.(§1—1) f&HiH 19.07.1993

s I faer e g3 & facoaear e, dafcd siiwererd, auiRa, |arg AriigR §RT YeANR ¥a,
AT TR—Y, HaTg ARG |

——— et
T
e, TSIl TR &A1 AT I, |aTg ARIYR
(CRTaC &= UTHIvT I BT ISIQT TSR &S AT 96 # fdera 81 91 & $RoT )
——— ayyreff
SufRerd
ureft &I 3R F - s 3RO S
Irumeff @Y IR W ot B BTel

fe=i® : 13.12.2024

aferfarota

IRA ARBR & 37 HATAI P SURIG AT BHIb 4 7= gl &1 fdare AfdfoRy 8 59 srferaRor
BT U oI & |

"Whether the action of the management of Aravali Kshetriya Gramin Bank, Sawai Madhopur in terminating
the services of shri Ras Bihari Sharma, Clerk-Cum-Cashier w.e.f. 21-5-90 is legal and justified? If not, to what
relief the workman is entitled to and from which date?"

arif s1ffe @ SR | IKeHe it Fol| U IR Afepee a1 2 fb St fFyfad smmeft 9@ # 20.6.83
B FAD—PH—DBRRR & TS W gs o | wredi 7 faid 21500 & 3m<er gR1 uell &l ogfd 9 oy dRsd 4
Jargad w) fear | ot &1 wue € % 98 11.2.89 BT (U JRERIAT & BROT AT UF qh] HATSHMIGR 3
AT T 3R AR &R 61 & SR SIS W IURYT &1 81 AP, s o) S AHI—THI W A1
TR UF WA [ fbeg SHdI faerel Wigd T8l fbar | fadie 11,691 @ wedl &l RS e
SHBT Hafad AT & 21.5.90 U g3l | I ATQY I Gd I BT AR U7 &b 17.10.90 Uy &1
B3N Hifh IG f3Ad 15.2.89 BT AT JANT dacl fofdl AT ] ol FHI R dd dI 7 o1 ol by
SFgEIAR 4 §RT QR U4 R UF FagR fbar war| Jfe ureff g8i wear & T8 o7 safe’ uF o | Al
PR BT U & T T8I BIAT| 39 UBR SW B A1 IMRIT UF @ dre el g SR U 7 JRgaR # §9
qEq Pl GAT ¥ USRI el B 3R THaRWI Sfid HRIATE B IH Aaad o a1 | Fargfda 4 gd urefi
DI AN GAdTS DI AR o1 AT | el &I JFd &1 J=IieR] 8 & RO AN {6 S & Igavd
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A HAYAS fHAT 17 2 | USSR g & a1 IFHI 10 R AR A 1 Igazd A fbar Tar or | 3 o
AIMHfIT AT DI IR IR U8l da= Afed Har H F8rel [ S 9 HaT & FR=Rar & A1 w1 o
R ST @1 3rar$ WIRA by ST &1 fHae faam € |

fquell 9@ @I AR | e A Fom $ T UL B Uil o MY g AR & 98 & WIdR
PRI g P B € b wrefi FRET oRar 9 i 20.1.80 & SRIRG o 3iR f3A1® 11.2.80 & a1 foedt =
% orguRerd 8 AT | el B qR—IR YT W IuRT B J1aq IS F ¥ AIfed oIl fasd
qrace el IuRerd &1 ol iR 7 &1 ®Is Sk Wof | Uil &I S9! JJulRefy & ddy 7 9% & $9arl g<
Har fafas 1982 & A9 22 & T80 AR 9T IR & HRU IS [dog [QUHIRI SiF BR1g TTg | ST &
IRME AT B RS @ | AT Ao T S Rigse @ Rud & 1oy @i | offg ey g1 s &
g IRY g I R RIS USRI 7 AW f3HA® 21,590 & R HHaAN < wdT fAfFFH9 3 vaw
YTl & d8d 99 AATgUd Hx fear| ureff AT gEer 9 fOAr seer Wied aRE U §gSl 9§ IruRerd
e 2| Uil BT SHS §RT Aol UF fIAI® 24.2.88 & IJAR I U W UF JAER fhAT| SHS 18 IAF Ul
IEAT D GG H Pl G 96 Bl TRl 4T | §b gRT UNT AifeH Regss @1 RUIC & A1 die 3y a1 @R
H AR FRATT BT Pl ALIGAT & el AT | §b §R1 @ ufdded Aol S @ gig W FEiRa sy § @
AT UG B DI | AP D WRIIARYT BT Y 9 dla A HaOd T8l 2 | 3 H Hargfad A< I vd dg
B ¥ ¥eHc 3ifh dord @RS o ST &Y el &1 718 |

ureft ufaffer g1 f&Aie 24.1.06 @& Ui v @ SIRY WA 9§ HeRd E @ IR R w=mH )
Aol g, T8l R Uil #1Ae 81 € 78 o, 39 975 Bl T9 &R ©g ARy Q7id 28.7.97 §RT AIed &I Ak
S WR gl B SR W W HHe qRife gorr aor fauell § #1 3IR | |ieg H |IsN HerT J9EIe 9,
TRRE T e wRife g3 |

RTATIHROT & IS feAd 07.05.2005 FRT 9T el &I A& & MR il $iffid gRT S6 o7 4
PR PIAT G AR TF P WWR TS A T | 3RY 75 & OR arfid 9 gd 8 o= if¥ery &1 e
oy oM, o9 SifferR gRT fawrig gfafafer &1 e reT oy oM, Txardsl R ST Sifeery 3 fa=r ywfora
Y fasam f6y o1, St RUI @1 9ty 81 Q¥ S 9 gaars &1 3fawR 78l & S & SeR W SIfd &
[a%g @I T8 O] S HIIars! &l IAYE Yd g =it fbar 1|

ITTAROT & MY i 27.07.2007 gRT 31Ut 3RTael &=y Umvr 96 BT geIal ISR &3y
I §6 H e 81 99 I JSIeT ISR & U0 6 Bl UeThR 99T AT |

uedf § gRT <SHRYT & IRy AR 752005 @ fOwg HEAE ST RITAI B AHET UL
fifae Re U = 6568 /2005 UY & T8 T8 A ST ~IATad §RT Syl fadid 14.05.2007 gRT
reff 9% g1 uwga Re aifder @iRe &1 18 | s fawg smefl 9@ gRT AFFig Sw <IRIed &l 9vs
i # & Were oriie Re F&T 1010 /2007 U & T3 | 0 AR S T §RT 31U+ eyl faTid
18.02.2008 ERT HAFAIT Swd ~ITHI Udhd YIS & 3MMey faTid 14.05.2007 &) fearfafd o orfiad & fARamor
de WIfid &= AT 1| 991 S RITad @1 W9vs YIS gRT 3Ry e 11.10.2017 gRT 3mneft §6 grT
U S YT WIRST BT TS |

SE BRIATE! & 3Yg Ud i =ifid 8 wR el % R R IRITed § A1fdd a1 2g Aied
UY PR BT UIHT R AT gRT 80P & [d%g 3IRIY g B o F1ed U BT Sl JFART &l T8 | 31HD
3 favg IR fig o B el da & ok W wew # s e Riz Iwrad W gy & ey ueft
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g IfaEY g7 ST Wiew @ e werwr # wod fRar 7 5 Swer ved fgfda de # feAie
206.83 Pl gs | AP 17.10.89 BT AT AIRMU U &A1 TAT| A 15.2.89 Bl AWRY B & BRI Y|
TR IURIT &l B AhdT AT| AAHIe &g W1 U= d fifrear gaTor Srumefl SR &l w9l M | Jfddy i
U g QURT @1 AT g FAfbedr YA U @1 Ui UeY Sdeg—2 oFIId 7 © | T B U RIFARY 8
FIfdear UAIOT U dAied T Ui O faar o st ufd uey Sawy—9, ffdhed varr U5 ysy €9g—10 d
RES TSI WS USel Saqg—11 B I & HoF fHar & 6 a8 & wWeeT ¥ JguRerd Tl &l dfch
IR B & BRI IURT &l B FHT| S 1 B a1 2 b I Faga 6 G & o 25 a9
Th SRIGHTR BT Tl dY 2014 H Uch ATIR YRET BT Wil 1 oI A8 819 & PR d¢ BT Usl, B fhar
gl

aroreff ufaffer g1 umeft sffe @ g &1 11 ARE & <RE @o foar 2 6 vy wi—1 931 &f1
uTe e ATl H AP 11.2.89 W AJURYT Tl I8 AT, IHD GG B8l © (b IJAHIY YR U < & I8
STUReIT g o, o Uedl Sacg—1 B, for W {5t wrachl & swamer =€t 2| a8 wien um gdRf & A |
qoTT o, forda! I Uesl ST&g—3 & | AR URAT U5 adrel Wad B Bl ATQY el g3l o | Uy TH—2 W
T {1 WRT UAr FE i P 4.4.89 BT H $H U UR ! I5dl AT| H BRAW 1989 & 91 AT I
9 & Hey § AT yagd ol &1 off, fa ufa uesl Saey—1 21 IRY U a¥ 1991 H T U W AT o |
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i offa e & |\ SURerd w8l g3l | Use UH-3 /1, 5, 8 {3 UTa =gl gar| usel ua—19 ¥
YT &g “=T 71 9T U9 § | 98 9el © P Ukl uH—20 # S uan oifdhd & 9€) uar W wreAEr um # sifed
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[F. TeT - 12012/17/2014- 371 3R (&F-11)]
grT, 37 A9

New Delhi, the 2nd April, 2025

S.0. 558.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 04/2014) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Chandigarh-11_ as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of _Punjab
National Bank and their workmen.

[No. L-12012/17/2014/- IR(B- 11)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
In the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court-11, Chandigarh
(Presided over by Mr. Kamal Kant).
ID No.04/2014
Registered on:-22.04.2014

Ashok Kumar Sharma S/o Sh. Badri Nath Sharma, C/o Sh. R. K Singh Parmar, Punjab INTUC, 211-L, Village Brari,
PO Pratap Nagar, Nangal Dam, Ropar, Punjab.

-------- Applicant
Versus
Punjab National Bank, Regional Collection Cetnre, 2" Floor, Railway Raod, Jalandhar City, Punjab.
----Management
Present:- Ms. Rana Ghuman, AR for applicant.
Sh. Anshul Pareek, AR for management.
Award : 18.02.2025

Central Government vide Notification No.L-12012/17/2014 (IR(B-11)) Dated 04.04.2014, under clause (d)
of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter called the 1D
Act), has referred the following Industrial dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal:-
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“Whether action of termination of service o Sh. Ashok Kumar Sharma w.e.f. 02.09.2013 by the
management of Punjab national Bank, Jalandhar is legal, just and valid? What relief the workman is
entitled to and from which date?”

1. Brief facts of the case as stated by the applicant are that the he served w.e.f. 01.01.2005 to 01.09.2013 with
the management as Cheque Collector and used to collect and deliver the daily dak and cheques in the branch offices
as directed by the management. On 02.09.2013, the applicant reported for duty as usual but denied to duty and was
told verbally that in his place, management had engaged new hand and his services are not required henceforth
without giving him in writing. The management had recommended time and again to continue the applicant in service
along with the others to the Head office as according to the branch office, his services were required and his work and
conduct was quite satisfactory and there was no complaint against the work and conduct of the applicant. The
applicant was drawing Rs.15000/- per month as wages on the date of his termination. The salary was paid to the
applicant in his bank account by the management. Neither charge-sheet was served, nor any show cause notice and
inquiry was held against the applicant, which is against the provisions of natural justice. The management had
retained juniors to the applicant in service and who are continuing in service in violation of Section 25-G of the ID
Act. The applicant had rendered more than 240 days in each completed year of service proceeding the date of
termination. No retrenchment compensation was paid to the applicant. It is maintained that termination is illegal, void
and bad in law and it is prayed that he be reinstated in service with full back wages and other consequential benefits.

2. Notice of the claim petition was also given to the management, who filed reply thereof, maintaining therein
that the present reference is without jurisdiction on the ground that the present matter does not all fall within the ambit
of Section 2-A of the ID Act. It is denied that the applicant was serving w.e.f. 24.09.1992 till 30.09.2013 as cheque
collector with the management. The services of the applicant were utilized purely on need basis for providing courier
service at Regional Processing Centre, Jalandhar (hereinafter called as RPC), at a consolidated mutually agreed
amount of Rs.7133/-, which was increased later in view of the price rise. The arrangement was made locally by the
incumbent of RPC. The persons providing the courier services were being paid auto rickshaw charges for the purpose.
Different persons were providing services as courier during the past at agreed rates. No records of such persons have
been maintained by the management. The applicant was told around the middle of August by the incumbent of the
RPC to bring auto rickshaw as was agreed by him, the applicant showed his inability to do so. Accordingly, his
contract was not renewed further. Thus it was the voluntary decision of the applicant to discontinue the arrangement.
It is also submitted that the non renewal of the contract does not amount to retrenchment. There was no question of
recommending the name of applicant to the head office or to any other office. It was upto the incumbent of RPC to
make arrangement for collection of cheques from branch and return of the same with whosoever was prepared to
render the service at the agreed rates. There was no need of serving charge-sheet, show cause notice or conducting
inquiry against the applicant or paying him retrenchment compensation, earned leave, medical leave or deduction of
EPF and there was no question of violation of Section 25-G of the ID Act as the applicant was not in the employment
of the management and no employer-employee relationship ever existed between respondent and management. It is
prayed that the reference be dismissed with cost.

Evidence of the parties:-

3. In order to prove case, applicant filed his affidavit WW1 along with documents W1 (account statement) and
W?2 (ID card) and closed his evidence on 03.07.2019. Thereafter, respondent have examined Sh. Vijay Kumar Asija,
Senior Manager, Circle Office, Jalandhar as MW1, who tendered her affidavit as MWZ1/A and thereafter, Id. counsel
for management closed evidence on 09.09.2019 on behalf of management and the matter was fixed for arguments.

Submissions of Applicants:

4, While arguing the case, Id. counsel for the applicant contended that applicant was working as cheque
collector since 01.01.2005 till 01.09.2013. He reported on 02.09.2013, but was told verbally not to continue with the
management and at that time, he was drawing salary of Rs.15000/- per month, which was paid in his bank account.
He also contended that this fact has been even admitted by the respondent. It is the case of the respondent that the
contractor of applicant was not renewed as he has not brought auto rickshaw, in which he was doing courier work.
Applicant has also placed on record passbook Ex.W1 and ID card Ex.W2, which proves that he was in the service of
management and was retrenched without retrenchment of compensation. Ld. counsel for applicant placed on record
written arguments.

Submissions of Respondents:

5. On the other hand. Id. counsel for respondent contended that in this case, workman was serving w.e.f.
01.01.2005 as cheque collector with the bank management and he used to collect and deliver the daily dak till
01.09.2013. His services were utilized purely on need basis and initially he was paid Rs.7133/- per month, which was
increased from time to time. When he was asked to bring auto rickshaw, for which payment was being made to the
applicant, applicant showed his inability, accordingly, his contract was not renewed, thus it was the voluntary decision
of the applicant to discontinue his contract. Hence, the case of the applicant does not fall under Section 2A of the ID
Act. Management has also placed on record written arguments prepared by Id. counsel for management.
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6. I have given due consideration to the written arguments filed on behalf of both the parties.

Findings:

7. First this Tribunal is to decide is whether the applicant comes within the definition of "workman" as is
defined in Section 2(S) of the Act. It is mentioned here that applicant was in service of bank w.e.f. 01.01.2005 and
continuously worked till 01.09.2013 as cheque collector. In plain words the claimant was performing his duties as
labourer/unskilled worker. He was not in supervisory or administrative post requiring him to perform only
administrative post requiring him to perform only administrative duties. While interpreting Section 2(S) Hon'ble
Supreme Court in the case of Devinder Singh V/s Municipal Council, Sanaur AIR 2011 Supreme Court 2532, has
observed as follows:-

"The source of employment, the quantum of recruitment, the terms and conditions of employment/contract of service,
the quantum of wages/ pay and 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 Act. The definition of workman also does not make any distinction
between full time and part time employee or a person appointed on contract basis. There is nothing in the plain
language of Section 2(s) from which it can be inferred that only person employed on regular basis or a person
employed for doing whole time job is a workman and the one employed on temporary, part time or contract basis on
fixed wages or as a causal employee or for doing duty for fixed hours is not a workman.”

8. Thus, Hon'ble Supreme Court has clarified that the definition of workman also does not make any distinction
between full time or part time or a person appointed on contract basis. There is nothing in employee plain language of
Section 2(S) from which it can be infer that only person employed on regular basis or a person employed for doing
whole time job is a workman and the one employed temporary, part time or contract basis on fixed wages or as a
casual employee or for doing duty for fixed hours is not a workman. In view of the ratio of law enunciated in the
above ruling, in my considered opinion, the claimant herein admittedly falls within the definition of ‘workman' under
Section 2(S) of the Act.

9. The payment of salary by the management is admitted by the respondent in its written statement as well as in
the affidavit of filed by Sh. Vijay Kumar Asija, Senior Manager, Circle Office, Jalandhar, wherein he categorically
stated that workman worked on different dates as mentioned in his affidavit and was paid initially Rs. 7133/- per
month, which was increased from time to time. As per applicant, he was retrenched from service on 01.09.2013. If we
take one year prior to 01.09.2013 as stated by the respondent, then he had completed 240 days in the preceding year
as per written statement filed by respondent in this case.

10. Admittedly, the respondent is an industry and there was non- compliance of Section 25-F of the Act. The
workman has already been able to prove that he worked continuously for a period of 240 days prior to his termination
of his services by respondent on 01.09.2013 as he was receiving regular wages from 2005 till 2013 is proven as per
statement of workman WWSZX. It is added here that the applicant worked as cheque collector w.e.f. 01.01.2005.
Admittedly, in this case, applicant was not paid retrenchment compensation as per Section 25F of the ID Act. As per
own case of the respondent, the contract of workman was not renewed. The said argument of the Id. counsel for the
respondent is not having any force as respondent has failed to produce on record any document showing that
workman was engaged on the basis of some contract. Attracting his retrenchment on the basis of completion of
contract as per Section 2(00) (bb) of the ID Act.

11. Admittedly, there is violation of Section 25-F of the Act and in view of the judgment of Hon'ble Apex Court
in Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd.Vs Man Singh, 2012(1) SCT 641, it is not necessary that relief of reinstatement has
to be given as a matter of right. Reliance can also be placed upon Jasbir Singh Vs Haryana State Agriculture
Marketing Board, 2009(3) SCT 790, under which it has been held that in the legal position and the Court had recent
past, there had been a shift in consistently taken the view that relief by way of reinstatement with back wages is not
automatic and may he wholly inappropriate in a given fact situation, even though termination Of an employee was in
contravention of the prescribed procedure. Compensation instead of reinstatement was held to be the prudent relief to
meet the ends of justice. Moreover, Hon'ble Supreme Court of India in case titled as District Development Officer &
Anr. V/s Satish Kantilal Amrelia, Civil Appeal Nos. 19857-19858 of 2017; decided on 28 November , 2017 has held
as follow:

"that the reasons for denying the relief of reinstatement in such cases are obvious, It is trite law that when the
termination is found to be illegal because of non-payment of retrenchment compensation and notice pay as
mandatorily required under Section 25-F of the Industrial Disputes Act, even after reinstatement, it is always
open to the management to terminate the services of that employee by paying him the retrenchment
compensation. Since such a workman was working on daily-wage basis and even after he is reinstated, he has
no right to seek regularization. Thus he cannot claim regularization and he has no right to continue even as
daily-wage worker, no useful purpose is going to be served in reinstatement such a workman and he can be
given monetary compensation by the Court itself inasmuch as if he is terminated again after reinstatement, he
would receive monetary compensation only in the form of retrenchment compensation and notice pay. In such a
situation, giving the relief of reinstatement, that too after a long gap, would not serve any purpose".
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In view of above discussed above workman entitled for compensation as he was working on temporary basis
intermittently.

12. Learned counsel for the workman has also argued that for rendering one year service workman should be
granted Rs.1 lac per year and since the workman has worked for about 8 years and therefore compensation of Rs.8 lac
be awarded to the workman in view of the various judgments of Hon'ble Supreme Court and Hon'ble High Courts.

13. It is added here that in the present case workman has intermittently worked for about 8 years as cheque
collector as is itself stated by the respondent and keeping in view the above discussed circumstances and case law
titled as Hemant Babruvahan Parchake versus Social Welfare Officer, Somalwar Bhavan, Mount Road, Sadar,
Nagpur_and others 201 (4) AIR BomR 781, wherein for 18 months, a sum of Rs.25,000/- was granted as
compensation, workman is granted Rs. 1,33,000/- as compensation.

14, Let copy of this award be sent to the Appropriate Government as required under Section 17 of the Act for
publication.

KAMAL KANT, Presiding Officer

% feeett, 2 adidt, 2025

FILAT. 559. =N faare «iff=mm, 1947 (1947 BT 14) B ORI 17 & START H DT ARBR

AR T 3% & Jauas, ddg Faal iR S96 dHeri & 4 oy # fAfde sienfis faae #
BT TRBR TR AIBRVT / 517 TaTerd FERTE- 11 & dare (20/2018) Ui 1d well 2 |

[|. Ud - 12025/01/2025- 318 3R (fi-1)-45]
AT, 37 Ferd

New Delhi, the 2nd April, 2025

S.0. 559.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.20/2018) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Chandigarh-11_as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of _State Bank of
India and their workmen.

[No. L-12025/01/2025- IR(B-1)-45]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE

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

(Presided over by Mr. Kamal Kant).
ID No0.20/2018
Registered on:-14.08.2018
Maya w/o Sh. Sanjay R/o H.N0.182, Village Jui Kalan, Tehsil and Distt. Bhiwani.
-------- Applicant

Versus
The Manager, State Bank of India, Main Branch Ghantaghar Chowk, Bhiwani, Tehsil and Distt. Bhiwani.
----Management
Present:- Mr. Keshav Verma, AR for applicant.
Sh. S K Gupta, AR for management.
Award : 06.03.2025

1. Brief facts of the case as stated by the applicant are that the she served w.e.f. 05.10.2014 to 16.11.2017 with
State Bank of Patiala (now State Bank of India) as sweeper. On 17.11.2017, the applicant reported for duty as usual
but was told verbally that her services are not required henceforth without giving him in writing. The work and
conduct of the applicant was quite satisfactory. The applicant was drawing Rs.3900/- per month as wages on the date
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of her termination. The management had retained juniors to the applicant in service and who are continuing in service
in violation of Section 25-G of the Industrial Dispute Act (hereinafter called as ID Act). It is maintained that the
management is an industry and the applicant is a workman as defined under ID Act. The applicant had rendered more
than 240 days in each completed year of service proceeding the date of termination. No retrenchment compensation
was paid to the applicant. It is maintained that termination is illegal, void and bad in law and it is prayed that she be
reinstated in service with full back wages and other consequential benefits.

2. Notice of the claim petition was also given to the management, who filed reply thereof, maintaining therein
that the applicant was never appointed by the management as part time sweeper. The applicant was never issued any
appointment letter by the management. The applicant was engaged for menial work as per requirement of the office
and her wages were paid as per the work done by her on day to day basis. The services of the applicant were never
dismissed, terminated or retrenched by the management as the applicant was never employed by the respondent on
regular basis and no appointment letter was ever issued to the applicant. The applicant had not completed 240 days of
service continuously in any of the preceding year. The branch manager has no power or authority to appoint any
person. The bank has its own rules and regulations of appointment in the bank. No junior to the workman has been
retained by the management. The workman does not fall within the definition of the workman as defined under the ID
Act. It is prayed that the claim may be dismissed.

Evidence of the parties:-

3. In order to prove case, applicant filed her affidavit WW1/A and closed her evidence on 02.01.2020.
Thereafter, respondent have examined Sh. Mohit Dalak, Deputy Manager, State Bank of India, Jui, Bhiwani
(Haryana) as MW1, who tendered her affidavit as MW1/A. Beside this, Mr. Babu Lal, Branch Manager, SBI Main
Branch, Jui came in the Court and placed on record his affidavit and made statement that attendance register of the
workman is not maintained by the management. In his affidavit, he also stated that the workman was paid her wages
at daily rates for the number of days she had worked. Thereafter, Id. counsel for management closed evidence on
15.03.2023 on behalf of management and the matter was fixed for arguments.

Submissions of Applicants:

4, While arguing the case, Id. counsel for the applicant contended that applicant was working as sweeper w.e.f.
05.10.2014 till 16.11.2017. After the applicant, Mr. Manoj was working as sweeper, who was engaged through
contractor. No compensation and notice of termination was given to the applicant. No chargesheet or inquiry
proceedings were conducted against the applicant. The branch was cleaned everyday by the applicant and nobody was
doing the work of sweeper during the tenure of applicant. He further contended that the workman had completed 240
days of service in the preceding year prior to her retrenchment and requested that the workman is entitled for
reinstatement with continuity of service and full back wages.

Submissions of Respondents:

5. On the other hand. Id. counsel for respondent contended that the applicant was never appointed by the
management as part time sweeper. The applicant was never issued any appointment letter by the management. The
applicant was engaged for menial work as per requirement of the office and her wages were paid as per the work done
by her on day to day basis. The services of the applicant were never dismissed, terminated or retrenched by the
management as the applicant was never employed by the respondent on regular basis and no appointment letter was
ever issued to the applicant. The applicant had not completed 240 days of service continuously in any of the preceding
year. The branch manager has no power or authority to appoint any person. The bank has its own rules and
regulations of appointment in the bank. No junior to the workman has been retained by the management. The
workman does not fall within the definition of the workman as defined under the ID Act. It is prayed that the claim
may be dismissed. Management has also placed on record written arguments prepared by Id. counsel for management.

6. I have given due consideration to the written arguments filed on behalf of both the parties.

Findings:

7. First this Tribunal is to decide is whether the applicant comes within the definition of "workman" as is
defined in Section 2(S) of the Act. It is mentioned here that applicant was in service of bank w.e.f. 05.10.2014 and
continuously worked till 16.11.2017 as sweeper. This fact has been admitted by Mr. Mohit Dalak (Deputy Manager)
MW1 in his cross examination, wherein, he has stated that workman had worked from 05.10.2014 to 16.11.2017
continuously. Nobody was doing the work of sweeping during the tenure of applicant, who was doing the work of
sweeping. However, no appointment letter was issued to any sweeper as per the record. In plain words the claimant
was performing her duties as labourer/unskilled worker. She was not in supervisory or administrative post requiring
him to perform only administrative post requiring her to perform only administrative duties. While interpreting
Section 2(S) Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of Devinder Singh V/s Municipal Council, Sanaur AIR 2011
Supreme Court 2532, has observed as follows:-
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"The source of employment, the quantum of recruitment, the terms and conditions of employment/contract of
service, the quantum of wages/ pay and 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 Act. The definition of workman also does not make
any distinction between full time and part time employee or a person appointed on contract basis. There is
nothing in the plain language of Section 2(s) from which it can be inferred that only person employed on
regular basis or a person employed for doing whole time job is a workman and the one employed on temporary,
part time or contract basis on fixed wages or as a causal employee or for doing duty for fixed hours is not a
workman.”

8. Thus, Hon'ble Supreme Court has clarified that the definition of workman also does not make any distinction
between full time or part time or a person appointed on contract basis. There is nothing in employee plain language of
Section 2(S) from which it can be infer that only person employed on regular basis or a person employed for doing
whole time job is a workman and the one employed temporary, part time or contract basis on fixed wages or as a
casual employee or for doing duty for fixed hours is not a workman. In view of the ratio of law enunciated in the
above ruling, in my considered opinion, the claimant herein admittedly falls within the definition of ‘workman' under
Section 2(S) of the Act.

9. Workman has claimed that at the time of her removal, she was getting Rs.3900/- per month and she had
worked 240 days prior to her termination. Workman in her cross examination has admitted that bank did not pay
monthly salary instead payment was made on the basis of the working days. Workman has also placed on record
vouchers for the period during which the applicant served with the bank, however, these vouchers were not get
exhibited, but these vouchers has been relied upon by the workman, which shows that she was paid on the basis of the
working days for the services rendered by her. However, she had completed 240 days prior to her termination as per
own admission of Mr. Mohit Dalak, MW1. From the cross examination of Mr. Mohit Dalak, MW1, it emerges that
workman had worked continuously from 05.10.2014 to 14.11.2017. This witness had also admitted that no
compensation and notice was given to the workman. He has also stated that in place of Maya Devi, Mr. Manoj Kumar
was engaged through contractor. Thus it is clear that there was violation of Section 25F and 25G of the ID Act.

10. Admittedly, the respondent is an industry and there was non- compliance of Section 25-F of the Act. The
workman has already been able to prove that she worked continuously for a period of 240 days prior to her
termination of her services by respondent on 16.11.2017. It is proved as per statement of Mr. Mohit Dalak, MWL1. It is
added here that the applicant worked as sweeper w.e.f. 05.10.2014 till 16.11.2017 intermittently. Admittedly, in this
case, applicant was not paid retrenchment compensation as per Section 25F of the ID Act and in place of her, Mr.
Manoj Kumar was engaged in place of applicant as sweeper. Thus, there was violation of Section 25F and 25G of the
ID Act.

11. Admittedly, there is violation of Section 25-F of the Act and in view of the judgment of Hon'ble Apex Court
in Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd.Vs Man Singh, 2012(1) SCT 641, it is not necessary that relief of reinstatement has to
be given as a matter of right. Reliance can also be placed upon Jasbir _Singh Vs Haryana State Agriculture
Marketing Board, 2009(3) SCT 790, under which it has been held that in the legal position and the Court had recent
past, there had been a shift in consistently taken the view that relief by way of reinstatement with back wages is not
automatic and may she wholly inappropriate in a given fact situation, even though termination of an employee was in
contravention of the prescribed procedure. Compensation instead of reinstatement was held to be the prudent relief to
meet the ends of justice. Moreover, Hon'ble Supreme Court of India in case titled as District Development Officer &
Anr. V/s Satish Kantilal Amrelia, Civil Appeal Nos. 19857-19858 of 2017; decided on 28 November , 2017 has held
as follow:

"that the reasons for denying the relief of reinstatement in such cases are obvious, It is trite law that when
the termination is found to be illegal because of hon-payment of retrenchment compensation and notice pay
as mandatorily required under Section 25-F of the Industrial Disputes Act, even after reinstatement, it is
always open to the management to terminate the services of that employee by paying him the retrenchment
compensation. Since such a workman was working on daily-wage basis and even after he is reinstated, he
has no right to seek regularization. Thus he cannot claim regularization and he has no right to continue
even as daily-wage worker, no useful purpose is going to be served in reinstatement such a workman and he
can be given monetary compensation by the Court itself inasmuch as if he is terminated again after
reinstatement, he would receive monetary compensation only in the form of retrenchment compensation and
notice pay. In such a situation, giving the relief of reinstatement, that too after a long gap, would not serve
any purpose”.

In view of above discussed above workman entitled for compensation as she was working on temporary
basis intermittently.

12. Learned counsel for the workman has also argued that for rendering one year service workman should be
granted Rs.1 lac per year and since the workman has worked for about 3 years and therefore compensation of Rs. 3
lac be awarded to the workman in view of the various judgments of Hon'ble Supreme Court and Hon'ble High Courts.
To support this view, Id. counsel for applicant relied upon the judgment dated 11.12.2013 passed in Civil Appeal
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No. 10957 of 2013 titled as B.S.N.L. Versus Bhurumal. However, the case law cited by the Id. counsel for appellant
is not applicable as the workman in said case was lineman and has claimed that he has worked for 15 years of service,
but was able to prove service of 3 years, and therefore was gratned Rs.3 Lakh as compensation keeping in view that
he was rendering technical service of lineman. However, in the present case, the workman was working intermittently
as sweeper and her duties does not include any technicality.

13. It is added here that in the present case workman has intermittently worked for about 3 years as sweeper as is
itself stated by the respondent and keeping in view the above discussed circumstances and case law titled as Hemant
Babruvahan Parchake versus Social Welfare Officer, Somalwar Bhavan, Mount Road, Sadar, Nagpur and others
201 (4) AIR BomR 781, wherein for 18 months, a sum of Rs.25,000/- was granted as compensation, workman is
granted Rs.50,000/- as compensation.

14, Let copy of this award be sent to the Appropriate Government as required under Section 17 of the Act for
publication.

KAMAL KANT, Presiding Officer

< faeett, 2 anliel, 2025
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New Delhi, the 2nd April, 2025

S.0. 560.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award Reference (IDA) No. 27/2019 (CNR No. MHLC160000832019) of the
Labour Court, Ahmednagar, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation
to M/s. Sun Security Services Survey, Parmar Nagar No.3, Pune ; The General Manager, Bharat Sanchar
Nigam Ltd. DTO Compound, Near GPO, Ahmednagar; Sub. Divl. Engineer, Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd.,
Kopargaon , Ahmednagar, and Shri Sonawane Rajesh Vasant, Worker, which was received along with soft copy
of the award by the Central Government on 01.04.2025.

[No. L-42025-07-2025-77- IR(DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
IN THE LABOUR COURT AT AHMEDNAGAR

(Before Shri Sharad G.Deshpande Presiding Officer, Labour Court ,Ahmednagar)
Reference (IDA) No. 27/2019
(CNR No. MHL C160000832019)

1. M/s. Sun Security Services,
Survey No. 67, 1st floor, Parmar Nagar No.3,
Pune 411013.
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2. The General Manager,
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd. DTO Compound
Near GPO, Ahmednagar 414002
3. Sub. Divl. Engineer,
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd.
Kopargaon Dist.: Ahmednagar 414002 ... First Party
Vs.
Sonawane Rajesh Vasant
Clo.: Datta Mandir Road,
Gandhinagar, Po.: Kopargaon,
Tal.: Kopargaon
Ahmednagar 414002. ... Second Party
AWARD
( Date: 19-07-2022)

1. Thisreference is referred by the Section Officer, Government of India/Bharat Sarkar Ministry of Labour,
New Delhi vide referral order dated 7-3-2019 for adjudicating the matter, in which the Second party
Rajesh Vasant Sonawane was dismissed from services. The reference was made to decide issue 1.
whether the action taken by the Company is legal, proper and in accordance with natural justice. 2.
Does he deserves to reinstate with full back wages and continuity in service ?

2. After receipt of said reference this court issued notice to second party Rajesh Vasant Sonawane.
However, notice was returned back with remark (deceased). Thereafter no any legal heir or Advocate
came forward and filed any Statement of Claim before Court. Therefore, this court could not reached to
conclusion or record any finding on both issues regarding fairness proceedings and issue of
reinstatement alongwith consequential benefits. Therefore I am inclined to pass the following order-

AWARD
1. The reference is answered in the negative and disposed off for want of claim.

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

SHARAD G.DESHPANDE, Presiding officer,
Ahmednagar
Date : 19.07.2022

% faeett, 2 e, 2025
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New Delhi, the 2nd April, 2025

S.0. 561.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference (IDA)N0.63/2018 (CNR No. MHLC160004642018) of the
Labour Court, Ahmednagar, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation
to The Manager, M/s. Pestika Labour Services Pvt. Ltd., Abhudaya Hsg. Society, Wanwadi, Pune; The
General Manager,Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd. DTO Compound, Near GPO, Ahmednagar; Sub.Divl. Engineer,
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd., Kopargaon , Ahmednagar, and Shri Kardile Santosh Ramdas, Worker, which
was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 01.04.2025.

[No. L-42025-07-2025-78- IR(DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
IN THE LABOUR COURT AT AHMEDNAGAR
(Before Shri Sharad G.Deshpande Presiding Officer, Labour Court ,Ahmednagar)
Reference (IDA) No. 63/2018
(CNR No. MHL C160004642018)

1. The Manager,
M/s. Pestika Labour Services Pvt. Ltd.,
Plot No.11, Survey No0.52/2, Abhudaya Hsg.
Society, Wanwadi,
Pune 411040.

2. The General Manager,
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd.,
D.T.O0. Compound, Near G.P.O.

Ahmednagar 414001.
3. Sub Divl Engineer,
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd.,
Tal.: Pathardi, Ahmednagar ... First Party
Vs.

Kardile Santosh Ramdas
Rajuri Kolyachi, Tal.: Jamkhed,
Ahmednagar 414001. ... Second Party

AWARD:
( Date: 5-11-2022)

1. This reference is referred by the Deputy Director, Government of India/Bharat Sarkar Ministry of Labour,
New Delhi vide referral order dated 25-10-2018 for adjudicating the matter, in which the Second party Santosh
Ramdas Kardile was dismissed from services. The reference was made to decide issue 1. whether the action taken
by the Company is legal, proper and in accordance with natural justice. 2. Does he deserves to reinstate with full
back wages and continuity in service ?

2. After receipt of this reference Court has issued notice through registered post A.D. to Second party Santosh
Ramdas Kardile which was duly served at Exh. O-6. However, Second Party did not appear or file any statement
of claim on record. As there is no any evidence given by the second party this court unable to reach any finding.
Therefore, both the issues No.1& 2 fairness of action taken by first party and issue of reinstatement alongwith
back wages and other consequential benefits does not survive. Therefore I am inclined to pass the following
order-

AWARD
1.  The reference is answered in the negative and disposed off for want of claim.

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

SHARAD G.DESHPANDE, Presiding officer
Ahmednagar
Date :05.11.2022
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% feeett, 2 adidt, 2025
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New Delhi, the 2nd April, 2025

S.0. 562.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference (IDA) No. 31/2019 (CNR No. MHLC160000902019)of the
Labour Court, Ahmednagar, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation
to The General Manager, Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd. DTO Compound, Near GPO, Ahmednagar; Sub. Divl.
Engineer, Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd., Kopargaon, Ahmednagar ; The Manager, M/s. Sahakarya Swyam
Rojgar Sanshta Maryadit, Kedgaon, Ahmednagar, and Shri Shaikh Riyaj Mannu,, Worker, which was
received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 01.04.2025.

[No. L-42025-07-2025-79-IR (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
IN THE LABOUR COURT AT AHMEDNAGAR
(Before Shri Sharad G.Deshpande Presiding Officer, Labour Court ,Ahmednagar)

Reference (IDA) No. 31/2019
(CNR No. MHLC160000902019)

1. The General Manager,
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd. DTO Compound
Near GPO, Ahmednagar 414002

2. Sub. Divl. Engineer,
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd.
Kopargaon Dist.: Ahmednagar 414002

3. The Manager,
M/s. Sahakarya Swyam Rojgar Sanshta Maryadit,
Kedgaon, Tal.: Nagar, Dist.: Ahmednagar
Ahmednagar 414002. ... First Party

Vs.
Shaikh Riyaj Mannu,

Gajanan Nagar,Wadali Road,Srigonda,
Tal.: Srigonda, Ahmednagar 414002. ... Second Party
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AWARD
( Date: 28-09-2022)

1. This reference is referred by the Section Officer, Government of India/Bharat Sarkar Ministry of Labour, New
Delhi vide referral order dated 8-3-2019 for adjudicating the matter, in which the Second party Shaikh Riyaj Mannu
was dismissed from services. The reference was made to decide issue 1. whether the action taken by the Company is
legal, proper and in accordance with natural justice. 2. Does he deserves to reinstate with full back wages and
continuity in service ?

2. After receipt of this reference Court has issued notice through registered post A.D. to Second party Shaikh Riyaj
Mannu which was duly served on . However, Second Party did not appear or file any statement of claim on record.
As there is no any evidence given by the second party this court unable to reach any finding. Therefore, both the
issues No.1& 2 fairness of action taken by first party and issue of reinstatement alongwith back wages and other
consequential benefits does not survive. Therefore | am inclined to pass the following order-

AWARD
1. The reference is answered in the negative and disposed off for want of claim.
2. Four Copies of this award be sent to the Section Officer, Government of India/ Bharat Sarkar Ministry of

Labour/ Shram Mantralaya, New Delhi for information and necessary action.
SHARAD G.DESHPANDE, Presiding officer
Ahmednagar
Date :28.09.2022

T foeett, 2 anliel, 2025

F.3. 563.— =Nt Fare stfeaf=am, 1947 (1947 F1 14) F¥ =T 17 % ATEI0 |, FalT
(99), H9%, F Ta&aT & qag Il i FREABRT a8, TRagd Ta St 99 a4, Jas, & a4
Fag | MY Fad qEh SHRT ATeHio- qg-90 AATad-2, 492,947 (524 a1 Ref.no.CGIT-
2/19 of 2019) T ST & FqeUF | [R@ET AT &, THAT FLAT & ST el TR HT (G HIAT 6 qTT
02.04.2025 =T STH g4 9T |

[/, T - 42011/4/2019-3157 (F17)]
et T, s af e

New Delhi, the 2nd April, 2025

S.0. 563.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. no. CGIT-2/19 of 2019) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal cum Labour Court-2, Mumbai, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the
employers in relation to M/S. VELJI DOSABHAI & SONS PVT. LTD., Godrej Coliseum, Behind Evarard
Nagar, Sion (East),Mumbai , and The Working President, Transport & Dock Workers Union, Mumbai,, which
was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central

[No. L-42011/4/2019-IR (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.2, MUMBAI
PRESENT
SHRIKANT K. DESHPANDE
Presiding Officer
REFERENCE NO. CGIT-2/19 of 2019
EMPLOYERS IN RELATION TO THE MANAGEMENT OF
M/S. VELJI DOSABHAI & SONS PVT. LTD.
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Godrej Coliseum, 5the Floor, Off,
Eastern Express Highway,
Behind Evarard Nagar,

Sion (East),

Mumbai 400 022.

AND
THEIR WORKMEN.
(TRANSPORT & DOCK WORKERS UNION)

The Working President,

Transport & Dock Workers Union,
P.D. Mello Bhavan,

P.D. Mello Road,

Carnac Bunder,

Mumbai 400 038.

APPEARANCES:
Party No. 1 : Mr. T. Vijay Kumar
Advocate.
Party No. 2 : No appearance.
AWARD
(Delivered on 28-02-2025)
1. This Reference has been made by the Central Government in exercise of powers under clause (d) of sub-

section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, vide Government of India,
Ministry of Labour & Employment, New Delhi, order No. L-42011/4/2019-IR(DU) dated 26.02.2019. The terms of
reference given in the schedule are as follows:

“Whether the demand of Transport & Dock Workers Union for payment of annual
service increment to the employees of M/s. Velji Dosabhai & Sons Pvt. Ltd. as per the provisions
of MOS dated 29.04.2008 signed between Bombay Custom House Agents” Association and
Transport & Dock Workers Union, is fair, legal & justified? If so, what relief the employees of
M/s. Velji Dosabhai & Sons Pvt. Ltd. is entitled to?"

2. None present for Second Party Union since long even though served by RPAD notice R/O 26.09.2024. The
First Party present by Mr. T. Vijay Kumar Advocate.

Read application filed on behalf of the First Party. Perused the order sheets. It appears that, the present
Reference is of 2019, however the Second Party Union remained absent and not even filed statement of claim and in
absence of pleading, the Reference cannot be proceeded. It seems that, the Second Party Union is not interested to
prosecute the Reference further.

In view of this, the Reference is disposed off for want of prosecution. No order as to costs. The proceeding is
closed.

Hence, | pass the following Order-

ORDER
i. The Reference is answered in the negative.
ii. The Second Party is not entitled for relief as prayed.
iii. No order as to costs.
iv. The copy of Award be sent to the Government.

Date: 28-02-2025
SHRIKANT K. DESHPANDE, Presiding Officer
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% feeett, 2 amdidt, 2025
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[€. T — 40012/57/2012-3T3 (F17)]
=T AR, @7 a=g

New Delhi, the 2nd April, 2025

S.0. 564.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 48/2012) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum
Labour Court-1, Chandigarh, as The General Manager, Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd., Telecom District, Sector-
8, Karnal, Haryana, and Shri Ram Rattan, Worker, which was received along with soft copy of the award by the
Central Government on 02.04.2025.

[No. L-40012/57/2012-1R(DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR
COURT-I, CHANDIGARH.

Presiding Officer: Sh. Brajesh Kumar Gautam.

ID No.48/2012
Registered On: 15.01.2013
Ram Rattan S/o Sh. Surat Singh R/o Village Bhaiswal, Tehsil & District-Panipat, Haryana.

........... Workman
Versus
The General Manager, Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd., Telecom District, Sector-8, Karnal, Haryana.
........ Management
AWARD
Passed On: 27.01.2025

Central Government vide Notification No. L-40012/57/2012-IR(DU) dated 08.01.2013, under clause
(d) of Sub-Section (1) sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947)
(hereinafter called the Act), has referred the following Industrial dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal:-

“Whether the actin of the management of General Manager, BSNL, Karnal in terminating the services of
Sh. Ram Rattan S/o Sh. Surat Singh, Cable Jointer w.e.f. 20.03.2011 is just, fair and legal? If not, what
relief the workman is entitled to?”

1. During the pendency of the proceedings before this Tribunal the case was fixed for cross examination of
Workman but none is responding on behalf of workman and the workman himself is not appearing before the
Court for his cross examination. It is submitted by the Ld. Counsel for the management that workman is not
turning up since long and prayed for dismissal of the present claim petition.

2. Perused the file and it is found that the submissions made by the Ld. Counsel for management is true.
Several opportunities have already been given to the workman for Cross-examination but of no use. Which
denotes that the workman is not interested in adjudication of the matter on merits as such, this Tribunal is left with
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no choice except to pass a ‘No Claim Award’. Accordingly, no claim award is passed in the present case for the
non-prosecution of workman. File after completion be consigned in the record room.

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

B.K. GAUTAM, Presiding Officer
¢ faeett, 2 o, 2025

FILIAT. 565.—==RT  faare A TH, 1947 (1947 BT 14) B GRT 17 S ATART § ST ARBR
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[€. veT - 12025/01/2025- a1$ 3R (1-1)-46]
AT, 37 Ao

New Delhi, the 2nd April, 2025

S.0. 565.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.298/2023) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
No -1 Delhi__as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of CPWD _and their
workmen.

[No. L-12025/01/2025— IR(B-1)-46]
SALONI, Dy. Director

ANNEXURE
BEFORE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM - LABOUR COURT NO. I, NEW DELHI
ID No. 298/2023

Sh. Santosh Kumar & Sh. Samshad through President, All India CPWD Karmchari Union, Babu Lal Ji
Complex, Shop No. 4, Opp. Bust Stand, Gurugram.

...Applicant/Claimant
Versus

1. The Director General, CPWD, Nirman Bhawan, New Delhi.

2. The Executive Engineer, CPWD, Electrical Division-81, CGO Complex, Lodhi Road, Delhi-110003.

3. M/s R.K. Siddhu, 102-B, South Ex-Tower, Masjid Moth, South Extension-2 New Delhi.

...Managements/respondents

Counsels:
For Applicant/ Claimant:

None for the claimant.

For Management/ Respondent:

None for the management.
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AWARD

1. In the present case, a reference was received from the appropriate Government vide letter no. ND-25/I-
76/2023-IR dated 01.12.2023 under Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for adjudication of a
dispute, terms of which are as under:

“Whether the demand of contract workmen Sh. Santosh Kumar S/o Shri Rajinder Prasad,
AC Operator and Shri Samshad S/o MD Jamil, Electrician through All India CPWD Karamchari
Union, for regularization of their services in the establishment of CPWD is legal and/or justified?
And if so, to what relief the workmen concerned are entitled and what directions are necessary in this
respect?”

2. In the reference order, the appropriate Government directed the parties raising the dispute to file statement of
claim, complete with relevant documents, list of reliance and witnesses with this Tribunal within 15 days of receipt of
the reference order and to forward a copy of such statement of claim to the opposite parties involved in the dispute.
Despite directions so given, Claimant/ union opted not to file the claim statement with the Tribunal.

3. On receipt of the above reference, notice was sent to the workman as well as the managements. Neither the postal
article sent to the claimant, referred above, was received back nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal services
remained unserved in the period, referred above. Therefore, every presumption lies in favor of the fact that the above
notice was served upon the claimant. Despite service of the notice, claimant opted to abstain away from the
proceedings. No claim statement was filed on his behalf on all four dates of hearing. Thus, it is clear that the
workman is not interested in adjudication of the reference on merits.

In light of the fact that the claimant has not been appearing to pursue his claim, his claim has resulted in No
Dispute Award. Award is passed accordingly. A copy of this award is sent to appropriate government for notification
under section 17 of the I.D. Act. File is consigned to record room.

Dated 12.02.2025
ATUL KUMAR GARG, Presiding Officer
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