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OFFICIAL " GAZETTE

GOVERNMENT OF GOA

GOVERNMENT OF GOA Department of General Administration

Department of Finance L
Notification
Revenue & Control Division

No. 2/1/2008-GAD-H
Office of the Commissioner of Commercial Taxes °

Read: 1) Notification No. 2/1/2008-GAD-H dated

20032000,
Order
2 Addendum No. 2/1/2008-GAD-H dated
No. CCT/12-2/2000-10/002 13042008,

heedxdie, Oelegpiediomevide pow
mmm@mz@gvmmmm&?m heeusedtheporersconeredbytheeqension
ceetringdoaelyeLnstorteq ateredg o Sedion 25 of the Negatiable Insruments Ad;, 1831
3lstMarch, 2009 as a special case”hasbheenextended (Act 26 of 1881) read with Section 135-B(1) of
upto 20th May, 20 A oo dgy, diteassses the Repr  eserion of e P eope A ¢ 1961 Cend
regeered under Goa VAT A ¢ 2006 Ad9d 25 Act 43 of 1951), the Govemment of Goa hereby
elher as reguiar dedler ar as composiion desker are dedlres  MondayteZmh Al 200 asalda7,1931)
recuied D e ter quaely |urs o te quater as a “‘Public Holiday” for the Offices situiated
endng31:3:2009 onarbefore 20hMay, 20BELred within the imits of Pdling Station No. 18 of
fie reums wihn the extended fime shdl atract 17—Sanquelim Assembly Segment of 01—North
perelies as provded i Secion 56 dfte sad Adt Goa P afameniary ConstiLency being ‘P ding Day”

Vallabh K. Kamat, CommissonerofCommer @& aes fraf  esh pd © the Pding Saion No. 18 of

. 17—Sanquelim Assembly Segment of 01—North Goa
Parg ohAnl 200 Palbmenry  Consitency.  Thedtr  esadhoceyshdl
ako be a ‘pad holday” 10 those elecors indLoing
—¢¢6—— casualidaily wage workers working outside the P dy

Station No. 18 of 17—Sanquelim Assembly Segment of

Department of Forest 01— Norh GoaP y Corst rckr e

- Sadin 1368 (1) of the Represeniaion dfte P eope
Order Ad, 1951 (Cenral Adt 43 of 1961),
No.6/152001-02FOR(Pa rt) By order and in the name of the Governor of Goa,

Read: Order No. 6/15/2001-02/FOR dated 2-4-2008. Prabhakar V. Vaingankar, UderSea eayGA

Govemmentis pleased to extend the deputationterm Pavaim, 24h Apd 2000,
dDr.  FanasL Coeho, Asssiant Conser wodFo ress
as General Manager in the Goa Fo rest Development 2 2 2 4
Corparaion Lid, for afurther period of ane year wih
electiom 1842009101 74-2010s iedtiohecordion Department of Labour
thetnecessary dearanceis dbiained fiom Chief Bedion .

Notification
By arder and inthe name of the Governor of Goa, No. 28/1/2009-LAB/A26
Maria J. R. Pires, UderSer eayfo red The folowing award passed by the Lok Adalat,
Pavaim, 28h Api 2000, Pag  Goaon 28062008 inr e ence No. [T290L 5
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hereby publshed as required by Sedion 17 of the
InoLstiad Dispuies Adt, 1947 (Certral At 14 o 1947),

By ader and inthe name of the Govermar of Goau
B. S. Kudalkar, UderSear eyl  abou)
Pavaim, 21t Api 2000

LOK ADALAT

COMPROMISE MEMORANDUM IN CASES U/S 10(1)
(D) OF INDUSTRIAL DISPUTES ACT, 1%

Typedcases-

Case No. /2901 Pending before ioLetd Triourek
<cum-L abourCourt -I, Pag

W orkmen Applicant

Vs

M/s. Nusi Maritime Academy Respondent

M AYITPLEASEY OUR HONOUR
Dispute in brief s that 28warkmen were terminated

by the Employer.

W etas W orkmen, Applicant

Mis. Nusi Mariime A cademy, Respondent
alongwith our A dvocates, authorize P anel/Bench

oonstiuiing Lok Adakat, in the above sad mater thet
we have arived at the compromise to settie the matter
astbons

TERMS OF COMPROMISE
As per the Setiement terms fled separaiely.

W ehaea nvedathe compromise terms wiingly
before the Lok Adekatheld on 280608t 1030am.No
er dnafre s gred T  oday, tachtsmt
working day for the Court we request the panelbench
constiuting the Lok Adalat to record the compromise
today only and the aforesaid matter may be marked
a6 selted aooor angly.

Deted tis 28h ciay of June, 2008
SyewLedte
Applicant

SyeLre dhe
Advocate for the Appicant

Sgraue o
the Respondent
Sgrature of the Advocate
for the Respondent
(Soreture of the Authorized
Officer of the Govemmen)
A WARD

The metier 5 amicably setied as above before the
Lok Adalst held on 28062008 at 1030 am.

1 Syewred tePr esihgOlrdP
Actit

2 SgraiLre of the Member of Lok Adakat
3 Syaured teP and ofLKA oett
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ad of Lok

Notification
No. 28/1/2009-LAB/346

The following award passed by the Industrial
Tribunal-cum-L  abour Cour HaP agr Goa on
(02032009, nreference No. 4304 s herehy pubished
astequredhy Sedion 17 dfte ndustiel Dpues A,

1947 Certd Ac 14 oF 1947).

By ader and inthe name of the Govermar of Goau
B. S. Kudalkar, UderSear eyl  abou)
Pavaim 23rd Mar 2008

IN THE INDUSTRIAL
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-

ATPANAJI
CaseNo. T304

ShriiGangaramV  druSaar  dekar,
FaaApbHNo 97-A
Mapusa,
Bardez-Goa. W orkman/Pa rt yI
Vi
Ms.Gur udasT. Malgaonkar,
Popularly known as
Mis. Malsons,
Matsons ShopNo. 21,
Municipal Market,
Mapusa-Goa. Employer/Pa rt yll
W orkman/Part yl i srepresented by Adv. PJKaret
EmployerPa rt Vi 1i srgresented by Adv. G.K.S acs=

A WARD

(Passed on this 2nd day of Mar ch 209

By order dated 12-10-2004, the GovemnmentofGoain
excse o poners confened under Sedion 10(1)(d)
d the Indusiel Dpuies Ad;, 1947, hes refered ©
ths Indusirid T ribunal the folowing dispute for
adudcaiort
“(9 Whether the action of the management of
M/s. Gurudas T. Malgaonkar, Mapusa, Goa,
popuiarly known as Mis. Malsons, Mapusa, Goa,
in refusing employment to their workman,
ShriGangaramV svuSdar  dekar, Cddder, wh
efectiomn 31122002 s lgel and jusiied?

@ Frotwhetreiefhewakmen s eried 07

2. On receipt of the reference IT/48/04 was
registered. Notices were issued 0 both parties.
PatylfedhsdamsgemetaBo 5 ThePa revl |
fdiswiensaementatBh. 6andihergonderof
tePa rylsabh7.

3 The Pa rty | was employed as a cobber with
Paty Il which is engaged in manufacire
shoes. ThePa  rylhessaedtetan 2032 whehe

adsed
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was on duty,he Hdoanfom the mezzane foor of

the shop and fradured v ®raThePa rylles
saied thet he wes admited n the Asbo hospidl at

Mapusa by Pa rty Il and tet he wes dsder
6502andwas acMsedr etThePa  riylhessoedtet
Ferepor  ted for duty on 31-12-02 honever the Pa rtyl |
ddnatdowhmor esume duies. The Pa riylhes
stated thet the refusal of employment amounts

genchment. The Pa rty | has sated thet he hes

not been paid retrenchment compensation and has

also nat been paid natice wage. The Pa ryltedre

daims thet the rerenchment s legdl and vad. The

Paty | bes ter dre sogir ensgement wih

badk weges and coninuity in service.

4. The Pa riy Il hes dened thet e Pa rylsa
workmanwihinthe meaning of Sedion 2(s) ofthe At
The Party Il hes o Saied et he subjed metier of
the Eleae 5 at an industial depuie wihn the
meaning of the A aOnnmeis tePa
tettePa  riylwasengagediner
for wok of casud netre. The Pa rty Il hes dened
tettePa  riy | hed afd whe he wes on duy. The
Party I hes seied et on 20302 hey hed dosed the
shopforthedsya830pm ThePa riylressaedtet
tePa riteddt theshopardtrethehedafiwhie
waking onthe foot path. The Pa riylhes dened tret
thedr  efused employment to the Pa riylTrePa revl
hes aied thet the Pa riylhredinar epor ted o wok
fom 201-03. The Pa riy I hes saed et t hed
rerenched the ser vissdtePa riyladasauchis
not liable to pay any retrenchment compensation,
notice pay arany aherduesiothe Pa rylTrePa reyll
hester ere damed that the Pa rylsmetd
frayes

5. Based onthe aforesad peading, fdloning ssues
were framed:

1 Whetherthe Pa rijpovesthethewasr efused
employmentbythe Pa  rt yl If rom 31-12-2002?

2 Whether the Pa  riylpoves tat r el of
employment to him by the Pa ry Il amounis ©
retrenchment?

3 Whether the Pa riylpoes te te adon o
the Pa rtyl | i nrefusal of employment to him
fom 31122002 5 legd and urnusiied?

4 WhetherthePa rifrovesthathePa ryed
a ‘wokman” as defined under Secion 2(s) of
the Industial Dispuies A, 19477
5 WhetrerthePa rt y |1 provestethesugedmeter
o the dgpuie is ot an inoLstie dUE?
6 Whether the workman, Pa rylserdbay
d?

7 What A ward?

6. The matter was posted for evidence. However on
2720 the paties sied thet the matier has been
amicably setied and fied consert tems at Bx. 19.

The said terms are agreeabe to both pariesandinmy
gpnion the same are in the interest of the wakiman

ged on

riylhessaed
mitenyasaheper

Hence the consent terms are taken on record and the
consent awardis passed as unde.

ORDER

11t is agreed between the parties that the
termnaton of the Pa rylw. ef 31200 s
bodlandj sl

2 sayeed between the par EstettePa revil
shel pay anamount of Rs. 50000~ (Rupees Fily
thousandony)othePa rfibrdreste
matddhsdims

3 ltisagreed betweenthe parties that on payment
of the sum agreed in Clause (2) abowve, the
Paty | shal have no daim of whatsoever
ndure agpidtePa riyladtethsdgues
condevely setied

4 tis aso agreed thet on peyment ofthe sum of
Rs. 50000 (Rupees Hiy thousand only), the
Patylsrelwindawte metieriedbeforete
Commissioner for workmen compensation, P ayg
in Appication No. CLIC-2.2004.

5 tisagreed betneen the patties thet the sum of
Rs. 50000+ agreed in Cause () dove Sl be
ped onthe dee offing the selement

No order as to costs. Inform the Govemment

accordingly.
st
(Anua Prabhudessal),
Presting Oficer,
iousiF Trourek
-cumHLabour Courtl.

Notification

No. 28/1/2009AB/346

The following award passed by the Industrial
TriounalcunH_abour Court -l, & Pag Goaon27-02-2009
in reference No. MBLO7 is hereby published as
required by Sedion 17 of the industial Dispuies Ad,

1947 (Certid At 14 of 1947).

By ader and in the name ofthe Governor of Goa
B. S. Kudalkar, UnderSear  earyl.  aoou).
Povaim 23d Mar 2000,

INTHE LABOUR COURI-
GOVERNMENT OF GOA
ATPANAJI

eshN.Nar ude,Hn ePr esdg
Ote)

@kreShiQr

CaseRef No. [T/8107

Shii Rohidas Nalk, e W orkman/Pa rt yl
Rep. by Cidade de Goa

Employees Union,

Vainguinim Beach,

DonaP ab Goa

Vi
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1 Ms. Cidade de Goa, Employer/Pa rtyll
Vainguinim Beach,
DonaP ab Goa
2 MsF omentoResors Rl
Vainguinim Beach,
DonaP ab Goa
Paty Wokmensrepr esenied by ShiP Gaonkar.
PatiEmbasrer esented by Adv.GB. Karet
Parg daiect 2722008,
A WARD

Ih exardse dfthe poners conferred by Cause (©) of
subsedion (1) of Sedion 10 ofthe IndLsiiel Dipuies
Ad, 1947 (Cenrd Adt 14 of 1947), the Govemment
o Goabya  der dated 9th November,
No. 28/15/2006-1LAB/B9%6 referred the foloning dispute
for adudiaiion by s Labour Coutl

2006 bearig

SCHEDULE

“() Whether the action of the Management of
Mk Coedede Goa,unitdfMs F omentoResort s
&HatesLimied, DonaP abCoaner minating
the senvices of therr workiman, Shii Rohidas
Nak, Carpenter, wheidfom
kbgd and jusiied?
(9 Froowhet relefthe wakmen s entled?”

2 On recept ofthe reference a case Wes regisiered
under No. [T/81/07 and regstered AD noiice was
sLed D the parties. In pusuance o the sad naiice,
the perties put in ther gppearance. The Pa
shativokmen) fedis seiemert ofdaim Thefads
dfthe case nbriefas peaded by thewokimen are thet
tePa riipduot ‘employer’) s an Hatel Inoustry
andhewesintielyempoyedinthe sorescfhe Hoel
Cdade de Goa wih effect fom 01-11-1982 and his
senices were confmed Vide letier dated 01-05-1983
by the Managing Dir ecor. He stated that since
20041981, he was doing the work of capenter. He
sated that the work wes assigned o him daly by his
supetior and as per his instrucion he was doing
the wok of capentry. He siated thet he wes nat the
sanctioning authority of any leave of any workman
working in his department. He staied thet since the
commencement of the hotel he was continuously
waoking in the hoed wihout any breek in senvice. He
stied thet he hed refused 1 ender his resgnaion.

He wes therefore ssued a letier of termination daied

13042006, 'eminating his sevice wih eflect fom

16:04-2006 signed by the Personnel Manager of the
employer. TresddedE meion s g ad
ought 0 be set asde as the apponting authorty
ddnatsontesad O dadTe rmination. He sated
teeonr  ecept of e Te rmination Letter he has
submited demand letier dated 18:04-2006 stating that

hs emingion by the empoyer s legd, mekide
adbtednbwastshvdeindpossosdte
industil Dispuies A, 1947. He saied that as the
Managementfailed to withdraw the Te

16042006 is

rtyl (fa

rminctionLeter,

96

he hed no opiion but 1 rase the dspuie before the
approprigte authory and accodingly the dispute of
legal eminaiion wes raised before the Asst. Labour
Commissioner,  PargivideUnonketierdaied 19042006,
He seied et on r eFtdte s b,

Labour Commissioner,  Parg, caled boh te per s
on several occasions, but the employer refused o

attend the condiiation proceedings and hence the

proceedngs ended nfalure. He saied thetbefore his

termination, the employer had not prepared any

sy Band pnorwakers ae siwaking wih

the employer.He seedtretef 50558 mination, new
workers are employed by the employer and work of

carpentry was given on contract. There was additional

work of carpentry also conraded out He Siaied thet

before histerminaiion, provisors ofinousiiel Dipuies

Act were not foloaed and hence his termination is

legd and bed in bw. He saied tet e enpoyer s

employing more than 500 workers on an average per

day and hence the Chapter VB o the indusidl
Disputes A d, 1947 5 godicable © the enpoyer. He
saedthatbefore hstermination heemployerhes nat
obiained the permission of the appropriate Govermnment
naocoxr dance with Chapter VB of

Disputes Ad;, 1947. He Stated thet the employer has
vioaied Sedion 3dfthe Industiel Dispuies Ad, 1947
astemeterdP aymentafBonusis pendingbefore ts
HontET  rburdandther dre aye minaionwithout
appr ovd of the Hon T turdsbd ujsd

and bad in law.He te dre shmiedtehsernt

reion 5 e, usied and bed nbwand he s

entiled for rensiaiement wih ful back weges ad

continuity in service. He stated that before his

termination no enquiry was conducted and hence this

femineion vickied the pringaes o reud jusice

He stated that since his terminaiion he is unemployed

and could not succeed in getting any regular
employment, hence he s entiied 1o Ul back weges.

the Industiidl

3. The employer fled a witien siaiement derying
thet the termination of senvices of the workman wes
bdladuigied Thedsdtecasenbifas
peaded by the employer are thet the employer s a
Company incorporated under the Companies Act, 1956
on 13-10-1981 and owns a Hotel establishment known
as “Cidade de Goa” a beach resort situated at
Vainguinim beach, Dona P ak  GoaTha,empoyersa
Sarlary hotel, employing large number ofemployees
and consisting of various departments, headed by
respeciive Head of the Departmernt, one of them being
Engneeaiing Department. Thet, employer hasapersonnel
pdy, diredions guoanoe and asssance, rer i,
providng for reauiment, training and performance
humanreltions. That, employer has anelaborate sysem
for yearly assessment of each employee by their
respective Head of Department circumscribed by
defnie parameers Thet, onthe bess of Pe
Appraisals of the workman, employer found thet the
overal average of assessmernt of the workman for the
years 20032004 (e fom 01:042008 b 31:032004),
20042005 (je. fom 01-04-2004 0 31:03-2005) and

rf amance
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BBfefom 01-04-200510 31-03-2006) was poor.

Simiay his atiendance for the aloresad 3 years wes

&oay irregdr. Treeachdted eadPe rf amance
Appraisals done were brought © the natice of the
workman from time to time and the workman had signed
tesadPe  rf amance Appraisals. Thet, asr
attendance, the workman habitualy used o remain
absentwihout doiaining leave of albsence in breach of
the Senvice Rules in force and used o apply for
reguiarization of absence. That the workman used o
fumish fimsy reasons such as personal work, ugent
workiorremaining unauihorizedly absent Thet, onthe
bess of aforesad performance appraisal and leave
records employer found thet the senvice recod of the
workmaniorthe pest 3yearswes natsatislador y. Tre,
on the basis of consideration of the documentary

evidence, employer terminated senvices of the workman

under Order dated 13-04-2006w. ef. 16042006 Trethe
adion of the employer n Eemineiing sevioss o the
wokmaniniems of Clause 5ofthe Conract of Senice

ie. Letier of Apponiment dated 01-11-1982 stwes by

wey of tischarge Smplder’ and shce tamounied ©
Retrenchment wihinthe meaning of Sec. 2 (oo) ofthe

Industrial Disputes Adt, 1947, the workman wes paid

Natice pay and Retrenchment compensation as reguired

under Sec. 25+ ofthe Industil Dispuies At 1947 &t

the ime of emineion of hs senviaes in addion ©

ather dues such as gratuily, weges for unavaled keave

et oidyamouningibRs 315981y wey dfacssed

cheque under No. 035280 dated 13-04-2006 drawn on

DBl Bark, P ag Goa, which was encashed by the
workman on 28-06-2006. That, the said Order of
Teminationsivasnetherr eferable toany misconduct

nor it is based on any misconouct but istes referable

b hs neficenoytinsaisiacory wak and thereiore

question of holding of any domestic enquiry for

misconduct did not arise. Fur ter, te Order o
Temination dd not cast any stigma on the workman.

povsors o the Indusiriel Dispuies Ad, 1947. The

employer submited thet the decson amved at by the

Management of the employer for terminating the

senvices of the workman was bonafide and in the
nerestdthewakigdiehodessbismentdihe

employerh ter  cumsiances, the employer prayedfor
regecion of the Reference hading thet the wakmen s

nat eniied © any ks payed for o o any dher

rdids

egarcste

4. Thered &, the workman fied his r
denying the allegations, statements, submissions
made by the employer in their witien statement and
confirming the statements and contents made by him
in his dam saiement

-

Based on the pleadings of the parties, issuies were
framed on 04-02-2008 as undker:

“...1. WhetherthrePa rifrovestetheP

ManagerofthePa rtylwas notcompetentio
anteTe rmnaionOr  der?

ersonnel

2 WhetherthePa  rifroestretteTe
fon O s legd for ron peymert of g

rmine-

dues and non complance of Sec. Bdthe |l
D.Ax?

3 Whetherthe Pa  riijpoestetthe Or
Temreioniskegd mebide andidoning
tepoEndtel DAL

4 WhetherthePa  rifrovesteter
is bed in law...?"
Myansnersiothessuesamedareasunderforthe
reasons given below.

IsteNo I htedineie
kseNo.2 htenegaive
kaeNo 3 htedimsie
kLeNo.4 he regeive

dad

Issue No. 1: ShiP. Gamlarrey  esenting the work-
man while arguing the case submitted that the

workman was appointed in the store o tePa rtyl
w ef.01-:11-1982 hythe EmployerPa riyll Hesuomied

that his senvices were confirmed by letter dated

01-05-1983, sgned by the Managing D edor Hefrter

submitted that the services of the workman was
terminated vide letter dated 13-04-2006. He submitied

that the workman chalenges his Te rmnationOr  derby
deggteteTe rminaion Letier dated 13-04-2006
temnainghsser vicesw.  ef. 1604-2006wassgnedby

teP  ersonnel Manager of the Pa riy ll, honever hewas
appointed by the Managing Dir exordtePa rilHe

te dre submiiedtetany Te rmination Order sgned

by the person designated below the appointing
auhatysndadvad TheP ersonnel Manager had
no legdl capady © Eeminate the senices of the
workman. He submited that the Pa ryldonahae
any Certied Standing Order under the Industial

Employment (Standing Orders) Adt, 1948 and in the
absenceofCer fied Sandng Ordler, noauthariybelow

the appointing autharty can sign the Te rmination
Order. h ot o s areinter eied upon a
deasion of Apex Courtin e ceze dfNagg P\

Unon o inda.& ars. reparied n 2000 LLR 577.

Onthecontrary, teldAdv,G.B.
for the employer submitied thet the termination of
the senices of the workman wes not on account of
misconduct or by way of punishment but on account of
poor performance and therefore it is a discharge
smplicior and amounts © refrenchment within the
meaningdfSedion 2(oo) afhe industia Dispuies A
He submitted that since the workman has acoepted
ter  mind benelis ssued b hmby e Pa
cannat challenge his Te
submited thet the Pa ry| shes gover
RulesHouse Rules framed by Pa ryl)Hepr
onrecodat Bt E12. The said Senvice RulesHouse
Riser medbythePa  riyl(l)hesnoteencer B
regstered but they are in force sihce the commence-
ment ofthe hoel busness of Pa riy K1) Honever e

Kamatappeaing

rylre

rmination Order. He ir te
nedbySer e
oduced

& ence

Paty | hes ot chelenged the valdy of e Ser e

RuesHouse Ruesinany mannerinisdamstatement
o Reoinder. Hefr terponed atRUe 22 (7) ofte
Senvice Rues and Ruke 2 () of the said House Rukes.
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He submited thet the ser Vs o te Pa
terminaied by letier dated 13:04-2006 (Bt W2)
which was signed by the P ersonnel Manager of the

ry | were

Paty Il and who wes authorized by Smt Anu T imdbo,
the Managing Dir aordPa ryloantesd
LleerdTe rminationissuedioPa riyvoeHerdeed

07032005 at BExtt Ef13. He futher submited thet

the rue that an employee cannat be dismissed or
removed by an authority subordinate 1o that by which

he wes gapanied, s gopicable only 0 cases faing

under Arice 311 of the Corsiuiion of Inda.and nat

to employees of companies incorporated under the
Companies Ad, 1956. He futher submitted that Aride

311 of the Consiiuion of indi saies thet no parson
whosamemberofOM Senice ofthe Unonaran Al

b SavreaaOdSavedaSaeatddaCi

post under the Union or a Saie shal be demissed or
removed by an authority subordinate 1o that by which

he wes apponted. He fnally refed upon ajudgement

of the Honble Supreme Court n Pyarelal Shamma vis
Managing Dredor & os. repated n 1989 (59) AR
220 and another judgement of the Honble Supreme
Coutinthe case o Sae Bark o inde Vs S. Vipa

Kumar reparted n 1990 (61) AR 606 n suppat ofis
corerton.

Ihavecareiuly peusedtherecods ofthe case Ao
considered various legal submissions made by the Ld.
Represeniaiives gppearing for the respecive parties.

Admittedly the workman, Shi Rohidas Nak was
corimed as a “‘Carpenter”’ in the Engineering Depart-
mendtePa  rtyll. Futetes vices oftheworkman
wererminated w. ef. 16042006 vde Or der dated
1304-2006 at Bt W2 Therelore tis necessary D
see the Standing Order/Senvice Rules which govermed
the employment of the workman. The employer has
produced on record a House Rule/Service Rules at
Bt E/12. On carelu parusdl of the House Rues!
BavieRUesaBAE12 tsndoedtethesad
House Rues/Senvice Rues have not been ceriied by
the Certilying Authorly under the Industial Employ-
ment(Standing Orders) Ad, 1946 norarethetermsand
condiions therein ideniical to the Model Standing
Order presaibed under the said Adt A question was
asoputiothe Employerswiness, namely,
Pedhekar (EVW1) who also could not pont out thet the
saidHouse Rukes'Senvice Rues at Btk EA1 2 hasbeen
catied by the auhoiy presabed under the sad
A d TheEmployersanoherwiness, namely,
Loboinheraossexaminationdearly admiied thetthe
Paty Il donatheve any Cer fied Sending Order. Itis
ter d&re  admiied thet the Pa riy Il does nat possess
Certified Standing Orders duly certified by the
oertiying authory as mandaiory under the Industial
Employment Standing Or OerA d19%Fu
Senvice Rules produced heren at Bt E12 are nat
identical to the Model Standing Orders prescrbed
under the A dFu terteesmhngonr ecord
o indicate that the Standing Orders were pasted/
fprominently displayed in Engish and in the languege
understood by the majority of the workmen on the
98
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OtZare

rtamorete

spedal board required 1 be mainiained under Secion
9dthe sad Ad Thus nthe absence dfhe Cartied
Standing Order, the Model Slandng Or
deemed D gpply o the esiabishment ofthe Pa

is natdisputed that the workmanis a permanentwork-
men as dassied under Cause 2 (6) () of the Moddl
Sandng Order Act. There s nathing on record 0
indicate that the Model Standing Orders were
exhibited in the establishment as mandated under
Clause 18 of the Model Sianding Order At Inalbsence
afthe Model Standing Order Actnotbeing displayedin
accordance with Clause 18 of the Model Standing Order
A dicamtbesdtateP ersonnel Manager was
‘Employer” under Sedion 2 (Il of the Industial

Employment Standing Order Act, 1946. The Employer

continued to be the Managing Director ofthe Company.

This being the case, the appointing authority
(Managing Direcior) of the company which is incorpo-
rated under the Companies Act who has undisputedly
appointed the workman would be deemed to be the
personfemployer having authority o terminate the
employmentofthe workman. There is nathing onrecord
0 indcee thet the sad gpponting auhoy of the
Company hes validy delegated ether the authory o
emnaie orthe auihoy b gppontas onthe deie of
termination of the employment of the workman o the
Personnel Manager.NoP oner of At taney evidendng
such delegation of power by the Managing Director of
the Company to the P ersonnel Manager has been
froduced. Fur  termoremor  ecord of any company
resoliion pessed by Board of Dredors delegaiing poner
bteP  esomeManegeroappantarioter
senvices of the workman has been produced in these
froceedings. Undisputedly, as Employmentisaspecal
fam o coradt The P ersonnel Manager not having
capaciy to appoint the workman at the beginning
of his employment nor having capadly 1 terminae
the employment of the workman, would then not
competent to terminate employment. it may be noticed
a s bebed dee tet te ads d e P
Manager in terminating the services of the workman
have also not been ratified by the Company. No
instument of ratiication has been produced by the
Company.h ted cumstances, | hod that the

der would be
rtyll. It

minstethe

Personnel Manager of the Pa rty Il was not competent
oanteTe rmination Order.

Issue No. 2: The workman in his statement of
caim fied n the presert proceeding dhalenged his
termination of employment by aleging that the matier
dPayment of Bonus s pending before te idad
Tribunal, Gover nment of Goa and ther ere the

fermination of his senvices wihout gpproval of the
HonkeT  rourd sl unusiied and bed nbw.

The Employer denied the said alegation/siatement of
tewokmenniswiensaementiednihepesart
proceedings at Exhibit 13 and hence the burden
was put on the workman 1o prove the sad allegatior/
[statement made by him.

ShiP . Gaoler repr esenting the workman ar gued
thet the bonus case s pending before the Industial
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Tribunal and that Management has nat obiainedfied
an approval application under Section 33 of the
Industial Disputes Ad, 1947 and hence the Te rmina-
tion Order terminating the sevices of the wokman s
lcgiormonconplencedf Sedn BdfreindLsiEl
Dputes A, 1947.

On the aher hand, the Ld. Adv,
representing the employer submitted thet apart from
the bare Saiement there is nathing on record o prove
the statement thet bonus case s pending before the
sl T rbunal and that the Management has not
obiainedfied any approval application as required
under Sedion 33 of e Industial Dispuies Ad, 1947.
He further submitied thet the workman hes faled ©
produce on record any evidence in suppait of his
contertion. He submited that no complaint has been
1947 nor any justicalion wes ghven for nording of
the sad complaint He further submited thet the
guestion of obtaining approval within the meaning of
Sedion 33 Q) (b) would have arisen only in case oder
of discharge or punishment whether by way of
dismissal or atherwise was passed for any misconduct
not connected with the dispute. He submited that
the ader dated 1304-2006 (Bd. W2) by which the
senvices of the workman were terminated was not
passed by way of punishment for any misconduct
committed by the workman but the order was of
dedherge smplder or Smple dsdharge and out of
puview of the sad Secion 33. In suppart of his
coniention, hehesreled uponadeasondfthe Honble
Supreme Coutt in the case of AR India Carporation

Shi G. B Karet

VEV.A Rexebr  epor edin1972L ablCeBada
dedson of Bombay High Cout in the case of M. R
FenandesvsAR Inda Lt r epor edn2004L &iC

The workman in para 17 of his daim statement
degedthattheemployerhesvidaied Sedion 33 dfthe
Incustial Disputes At as the matier of payment of

bonus is pending this Hon T  rbunal and hence any
termination without appr ovddteHn T iduds
i, unusiied and bedin . The sad saement

of the workman has been denied by the employer vide
is witen Saiement fied in the present prooeedings.
Therefore, twasimperative onthe partoftheworkman
toproduce cogertevidence inthe fomof documentsto
Substantiete his aforesaid statement. The workman in
his afidavit in evidence vaguely deposed thet the
Paty I hes vidded te Sedon 33 of te Industie
Disputes Adt, 1947, as the meatter of payment of bonus

i pending before this Hon T rourd ad ter ere
any termination without approval of the Hon'ble

Tiiourel s legel, unisiied and bed in b, wihout

gvgdesbaucthasr egistration numboer, ey

and slage of is pendancy, etc. Honvever in support of
his o evidence, the workman has faled o produce
any cogentidocumentary evidence to substantiate his
Siatement. The workiman also falled to bring on record
any evidence 1o that aspedt by aossexamining the
employers’ witnesses. Therefore, | hold that the
workman has faled to pr oe tat the Pa
viokied Sedion 33cfthe indLstiel Dgpues Ad, 1947.

riy | hes

Issue No. 3: It s the workman who chalenged his
Teminaion Or  der dated 1304-2006 by alegng thet
te Te rminaton Or  ders g, etk ad bed n
Disputes Adt, 1947 and hence budento prove that ‘'his
femnetion ader daied 13042006 5 legdl, mekice
and bed n law” is upon him.

Theld Repr e ShiP.
the workman submitted thet the Or
B isef a dear case dfteminaion by wey of punsht
ment and that the Management has not issued any
chargesheet nor any enquiry was conducted and hence
the pingpesofratLidjusice have natbeenfoloned
He submitted that the sad Te rminaion Or  der ao
amounis o vidimization. He futher submited thet
the employer hes tied 10 iy the Eeminaion o
the senices of the wakman on the ground of poor
performance and also produced on record the Annual
Appraisal Records of the workman (Bxhibit E2-Coly)
and Atendance Recod (Bt E3Caly) for the st
three years and submited thet the sad records does
natindicate thet the job which wes carmied aut by the
workman was nat up o the mark. He further referred
the ord evidence of the employer’s witnesses and
submited thet the employers’ witness No. 1 namely,

ShiP rakash P ednekar,  Deputy Chief Engneer, i nhis
aoss examination admited that “they do not have any
record to show that what work has been performed
by the Workman during the relevant period neither it
is mentioned in the Performance Appraisal. He also
stated that the services of the Party I have been
terminated not only because of poor performance but
also on the ground of irregular attendance of the

Party 1.” SvhAyheaor eéar ed the depodion of

Gaonlarrer - esenting
dxdTe rmination

the employers’ anather witness, namely, St Zaire
Lobo, Human Resource Executive and submitted thatin
her cossexamination, she deposed that “she has put

her comments at ‘HR’ column on Performance Appraisal
of the workman i.e. Exhibit-E/2-Colly after going through
the entire filled form and Personal File of the workman.
She deposed that HR Department of the Party II had not
allotted any work nor supervised the workman. She
deposed that she is not aware of the job records of the
workman but she has assessed the performance on the
basis of the Performance Appraisal Report submitted to
her. She finally deposed that the Party II has terminated
the services of the Party I because of his poor
performance as well as unauthorized absenteeism.”
ness dealy shons thet the adion o the Pa
terminated the senvioes of the workman is legdl and
bad in law and without folowing the proper procedure
esabishedbylaw. He submited that the workman has
produced on recod the Met Cettficates issued by
the employer for the meiorious senvice dore by the
workman. He further submitied that the employer has
hence his termination s legel and bed in .

On the aher hand the Ld. Adv,
representing the employer submitted that the employer
hesterminated the sevices dithewarkimanonthe besis

rtyllin

Shi G. B Kaet
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of his past poar performance. He submitied thet the

employer has produced on record documentary
evidencesuchasPe rf amance Appraisals conducted by
Pat yl i nrespedt of Pa rylbrtetree pr eceding
years namely, 200304, 200405 and 200506 (Bt E
2-Caly), Aerdance Recods BHtE3 Caly)iorthe

lastthree years and corespondence exchanged between
the parties duing the aloresad three years a BAbt

B4, B BS, Bt E6, Bht BT, B ES,

also examine two witnesses, namely, M.

Pednekar (EW.1), Deputy Chief Engineer and Smt. Zarine
Lobo (EW2), HR Executive. He submited that the
Annual Appraisal Pe rf a'mance for the preceding tree
yearsaftheworkmanat Bt E2-Coly dearly shons

the eficency of the workman wes 60% in te year
2003-04 which had decreased to 40% in the year
200405 and 45% in the year 200506. The aforesad
Annual Pe rf amance Appraisal of the workman dearly
shows thet he wes placed in the categary of poor
performer and hence the Management has taken a
serious note of the same. He submitied thet the
employer terminated the senvices of the workman by

way of simple discharge pursuant i the House Rules/
Senice Rules at Exhibit EA12 applicable o the
workman. He fnally refed on various Supreme Court

and Hoh Court dedsions in suppat of his aforesad
corerton.

A dmittedly, the workman had challenged his
Teamination Or  der on the gr ound that the said
Od 5 e, mebie ad bed nbw es t5 n
viokion of provisons o the Inoustial Dispuies Ad,
1947. The workman has also challenged the said Order
dTe rmeion by degg tet t 5 lecdl as te
Apponing Auhory did nat sign the said Order of
Temrdn k6 ir ther aleged that before hs
termination the Employer has not prepared any
Seriody List and junior workers are sl wolkdng
with the employer. It isfutedegedtatePa rtyll
is employing more than 500 workers on an average
per day and hence the Chepier 5B of the Industidl
Disputes Ads gk otePa riy ladtetro
permission ofthe appropriate Govemmentinacoordance
wih Chapier 5B of the industrial Dispuies Ad, 1947
hes been obiained. He fur terdegedtethe Pa reyl |
hes viosied Sedion 33 dfthe Indusiriel Dispuies Ad,
1947 as the matter of payment of bonus is pending
beore tisHon BT rund and hence ter
without appr ~ oval of the Hon e Tiburd 5 gl
unustied and bad in law. kB 280 agped et
beiore his termination no enquiry was conducted and
hence videied the prindoels of reiurdl jusice:

Ihave,whiedsoussingthe lssuieNo. 1 aleady held
tatte P ersonne Manager of the Pa riy I wes
competent to sign the Te rmination Order dated
1304-2006 thereby terminating the senices of the
workman. Simiarly, | have also held thet the workiman
haesfaledto produce any cogentevidence toprove thet
teTe rminaion Or  der sl for noncompance o
Sedion B3 afthe Industid Dpuies Ad, 1947. | have
also hed thet the Model Standing Order under the
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Industrial Employment (Standing Orders) At 1946 s
appicable o the workmen working in the estabish
metdtePa rylaeteentbehesedd
produce on record any Ceried Sianding Order as
required under the Employment Standing Order Adt,
1946 whie dsoussing the lssuie No. L

The wokman in his daim statement aleged that
tePa ryllsempoigmore than 500 workers onan
average perdayand hence Sedion 5B ofthe industrial
Disputes A d, 1947 s gyt b e Pa
thereiore necessaty D reed the deliniion of indLsiel
Esabishment as defined under Sedion 251 (@) ofthe
Industial Dspuies Ad, 1947 meansalfeciory asdefined
nSedm2mdter adoiesA 4198 0AMess
deinedndause()dsubssdn()dSadm2dte
MresAd, 1952 ari)apericionasceinednCause
@ of Sedn 2 of the Panaions Labour Ad, 1961
Sedn2 M dteF adoes Ad
resaurant or esing place fom the puview of the
definiion of factory and consequently does not
constitute an industrial establishment and hence
theposNdChepier5Baenagydcabeni The
Ld. Adv, Shii G. B. Kamet appearing for the enployer
hes refed upon a deasion of the Bombay High Cout
nte case W elcome Gr oup Sear ok s Searock
Employees Union & anr reported in 2005 (4) ALL MR 74
wheren it has been held that the definifion of
industrial establishment in Section 25-L of the
Industial Dispuies Adt provides astaiuiory dicionery
imied nis gppicaionio Cheper 5B. Thedenion
incoporates the meaning asabed o the expression
“Fadoies n Sedn (M) ofte F aoes A dSte
Sedion 2 (m) spedicdlyedudes ahodlhere canbe
nogansayig thefedthatahoe doesnatconsiiLie
abary under Sedion 2M df the Fadoies Ad ard
thergiore a Hodl is naten industiel esabisment oor
the pupose of Chapier 5B of the Industial Dispuies
Ad The sad deason s suarely godicate n s
case asn. Henee | had thet the Chepler VB dte

reyll.1tis

edusks a hog,

Indusiiel Dpuies Ad, 1947, s nat gppicate b e
Paty lland hence the dlegaions et beforelr mina-
indtes vice of the workman, the Pa riylresra
cobiained the pemission of the appropriate govemment
naooor  dance with Chapter VB of the Industial
Disputes At is wihout any meis.

The workman has challenged his Te rmination Orcer
fermineing hs savices by alegng thet before his
termination the Pa riylhesrapr epared anysenoy
kst and junor workers are sl working wih the
Paty l ad tet & BlEE mination new workers
ae employed by the Pa riy Il and addiord wok of
carpentry were given on contract. The Employer/
Paryljdstew mineion of ser \Vioss o te
W orkman/Party | by degng tet t 5 a shpe
dscharge or dedharge simplider on acoourt of his
poor perf amance. The Ld. Adv, Shi G. B. Karet
representing the employer refled upon a dedsion of

Meadhya Pradesh High Coutinthe case of D. S. Baghe!
vis Chair man, Gover ning Body, Hikaini Soence,

Commerce and Arts Mahavidyalaya, Gar ha, Jabelpr,
and os. repared in 2003 (4) LLN 368 wheren t hes
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been hedd et e of ‘st come, i g0 B Mt

recuired © be foloared where the removal s on the
gound o unsuishily or unsalisiadory performance.

No vickiion of pingpe of equally enshined under

Arides 14and 16dfhe Corstiuionafinda Alhough

the fads mentioned in the aforesaid case deaded by

the Honble Madhya Pradesh High Court appears to
be diierert, the pingples b doan in the aforesad

deaded case s gppicabe pthe pr esent case equaly.
Hence, in view of the law lad doan by the Honble
Madhya Pradesh High Court in the aforesaid case the

aegain thet before ks mmaionthePa  rylhes

not prepared any senoity kst and unior workers

ae sl waking wih te Pa ryladtad ahs
termination new workers are employed by the Pa rtyll
swihoutany meis.

ks te e dte Pa riy | tet te Ordar o

Teminaion ther ey e mnaing te ser s o te
workman is on acoount of poor performance and in

supportd sarenmtePa rylrespr oduced on
recdrd Annual Pe rf amance Appraisal of the workman

for the three preceding years a Bt E2-Caly and

Attendance Records of the workman for the three

preceding years at BExhbit E/3- Cdy. On ca dly
per usd ofthe Amnual Pe rf a'mance Appraisalonr exord
a Bt B2Cdly t 5 noiod thet n the year

200304 the work eficency of the workman was 60%

andwes given B(minus) grade raiing for the said year.

And inthe year 2004-05 the work eficency was fourd

0 be 40% and n the year 200606 the work eficency

was shown 45%. The employer in its witten statement

fled in the present proceedings stated that the

termination of senvices of the workman was on account

o his poor perf amance. However,  tefswresd

the employer, namely, STP rakash P ednekar, Depuy
ChiefEngineer, inh's aossexamraionsaediea “the
services of the Party I had been terminated not only
because of poor performance but also on the ground of
irregular attendance of the workman.” The second
winess of the employer, namely, Smt. Zarine Labo HR-

Execuive, N her aoss examination Saied “that the
termination of the services of the workman was on
account of his poor performance as well as unauthorized
absenteeism.” ThePa  riylniswienscematid

in the present proceedings a BhbE13 aswd asn

teTe rminaion Or  der at Bt W2 saied thet the

senices afthewarkman were terminated on acoount of

hs poor perf amance. However, teadaswdte
documentary evidence onrecord dearly shons that the

termination of the senvices of the workman by the

Employer/Pa riylwesmtoyanteg ound of poor
performance but also on the ground of imegular

attendance and unauthorized absenteeism of the

workman. The expression “poor performance and

imregular attendance as well as unauthorized

absenteeism” has o different meanings. Imeguiar

attendance and unauthorized alosenteeismis amiscor-

duct under the Model Standing Order. | treqres e
thepingoesamaiEsieshoudbetonedwhie

tekdng adion for the same as t cass Sigma an the
senices of the workman. In the instant case the

employer has also produced the documents i.e.
Attendance Records of the workman for the preceding

three years (Bxhbt E/3-Coly) alegng thet the

workman was irregular in attending his duties.

However, the empoyer hes faled 0 ssLe any show

cause notice or a chargesheet pertaining to his

misoonduct of iregular attendance or held an enaury
asresabedbythelaw. Treld Adv, ShiGBKaret
representing the employer has relied upon a

deasion ofthe Supreme Courtinthe case of Municpal

Corporation, Gr eater Bombay vis P.S. Malakar&as.
reported in 1978 () LLJ 168 wheren the Honble

Supreme Court hes held et t s wel setied thet the

quesion whether a paricular ader terminaiing the

senvioes ofanemployee isbyway of punishmentornot

has o be detlermined on the fads and aroumstance of

each case and the fam of the Order s ot decsive of

the matter.h tersantcese npanr eadng ofthe
TeminaionOr  daanr  ecord EHEWR) minating
thesenvices dfithewarkmantiiappearsthette senvices

of the workman were terminated on acoount of his

unsatisiadony performance, honeverthe oralaswel as

the documentary evidence on record dearly shows thet

the services of the workman were terminated on

account of poor performance as wel as imegular

attendance and unauthorized absenteeism of the

workman. Hence, the aforesaid decision of the Honble

Supr eme Court  doesnatinamyway hejpsthe employer.

Shialy,  rellance has been placed on the Hon ke
Supreme Courts decision in the case of Aidndia
CoporationvsVA Redr  epor ©dn1972L &iC
663 5 ot goplcabe n e indart case e the

employer has terminated the services of the workman

on past poor performance as well as iregular
attendancefunauthorized absence. The Ld. Adv, 3G
B. Kamat also placed the dedsion of the Honble

Supreme Courtinthe case of Shyam Sunderpal vis Union

o India reparied n 1983 Lab, | C. 48 wheren thes

been held by the Honble Supreme Court that an

employer s under o obigaiion 1 refain an employee
nsaveiresturdusisbeasunaliediote

posion. The fads o the dloesad case ae oy

diferert thet the present case, hence the aloresad

decision of the Honble Supreme Court is not
unauthorized absenteeism’” constiutes misconduct and

hence it casts sigma upon theworkman and thus tis

punive in reire.

Hence inview of the above disoussions, | had thet
teOr dadTe rmraionothewokmensiegaance
it has been passed by a person who is nat competent

bsgntesame ThesadTe rmnationOr  derakocass
a stigma on the workman and the same has been
passed wihout foloning the principles of natural

i ard hee i 5 lege|, unusied and bed n

law.
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This issues with the concurence of the Fnance

Issue No. 4: The Pa riyltesBdop oduce on

recodany evidence o pove thetthe presentreference
issued by the Government of Goais bed inlaw,

in the alsence of any materel on recod ths Cout 5
uneble © had thet the present reference issued by
the Gover nmentof Goais bad inlaw.

sLe No.4shedasnaproved

5. In the acumsances and the findings on the
BsUes anved & i these proceedings © the efet
teite O drdTe  rmination suferedfom incapacity
dteP  ersonnel Manager o ter minate the ser \iesd
the workman, as also on account that the princiles of
reirElusicess gopcabiehavenctbeenfloned it
woud invarigdly fdow thet the Or dadTe rmination
dtesr voesatheW orkman/Pa rtylbengbediniaw,
robateredsohereinssementinsnvesdite
Paty | wih ful back wages and a consequentel
beneiis. Hence, the reference needs 1o be answered
asunder;

Aax dgyte

ORDER
The action of the Management of Mis. Cidade de

GogutdMsF omentoResors  andHoesLimiedin
Nak, capenier, whebtfom 16042006 5 el
andunisiid

The Workman/Pa riylsetdbr ensatement
nsves dte Pa riy I wih il badk weges and
coninully of savicess and a consequenial bereis

No order as to costs. Inform the Govemment
accordingly.

st
(SureshN Naka),
Presthg Ofier,
LabourCout.

L2 2 4

Department of Law and Judiciary

Law (Establishment) Division

Order
No.1-2484 D(P.He¥477

Govemmentof Goa s pleased o issue the foloning
terms and conditions of Government Advocates
appeaing n Atiration metiers before the Abiraiors

asoeasbaow:

1 Fees payabe inthe matter Rs. 5000+ lumpsum
wheren the total amount and Rs. 1000~ per
of daims does not exceed eiedie heaig
Rs500Eds

2 Fesspaydbentemater  Rs.10000-umpsum

wherein the total amount adRs. 2 000per
ofdamsexosed Rs. 500 eiedie heaig
s
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Depar tmentvidether U. O. No. 140 daied 04-032000.

By ader and inthe name of the Govermar of Goau
N. P Singnapurker, UderSecr  eayL  anvEst)
Pavaim, 22nd Apd, 2009.

00

Department of Mines

Directorate of Mines & Geology

Order
No.96365881R Mines(Pa. 178

Whereas, Shi Ashok P, Kudchadkar of Cur dorem,
Goa (heredier referred 0 as the lesseg” by an ader
No. 96/385/88-Mines/2012 dated 20-10-2006 wes granted
renewal of mining lease (Under Tite of Concession
No.530f1306:1952) coveing anareaof 314330 ha. of
land situated in vilages Colomba and Curpem of
Sanguem T adaadviegeSuoornaof
or a paiod of 20 yeas efledhve fom 22111987 b
21-11-2007.

And wheress the lessee by an application No. APK/
/PR/NAV 530711 deied 0801-2007 gppled for tansier
o the mning kesse n favour of Ms. Chhatisgarh
Blectidly Company Lid, R ar.

Andwhereas during the pendency of the application
M. Chiatiisgerh Blectrioty Compeny Lid, mergedwih
M. Rapur Aloys and Siedl Lid, nferms of Sedions
391 and 394 of the Comparnies Act and the scheme of
mergerwas approved by the High Court of Chhattisgarh
by order dated 11-05-2007 and by the High Cout of
Bombay by order dated 22-06-2007 and the said merger
wes efledive from 01-:04-2006.

And wher essteMnsryd Enir onmentandFo red,
Govemment of India, vide letter No. 15-4/2007-ROHQ
dated 19-12-2007 gpproved the transier ofthe aforesaid
minng keese nfavour of Ms, Chhatisgerh Blediicly
Company Ltd, subject to the condiion that Ms.
Chhatisgarh Blectidly Compary Lid, wil have ©
aoply forthe renend of mining lease as per the ukes.

And wher eas by an application No. APK/PRINAV 5
08ckied 27-06-2008, ShiAshokP . Kuddredkarniormed
thetMis Rapur Aloysand SedLid, dengedisname
0 Ms. Sadh Energy and Mineras Lid, (herernafier
rear  edipasthe “company ) which was permitied by
the Registrar of Companies, Maharashira.on 02-08-2007.

Andwhereas the Govermment of Goa have consented

Quepem Talka

otetarsrdtessdmigeesenfvardte
said company.
Nowte dren eg 0= dthe poners arkerr ed

byRue 37 dithe Minerd ConcessonRues, 1980andd
aher ponersenabing tinthatbehalf the Govemment
dCoaherebycorsensiotretarserdhesadminrg
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leese by the sad Shi Ashok P, Kudchadkarn aard
M. Sarda Energy and Mineraks Lid, subedt 0 the

same terms and condiiions governing the said mining

lease sipusted in the Mines and Minerals (Develop-

mentand Reguiation) Ad;, 1957 (Central Adt67 of 1957)

and the rues framed thereunder and subect  the
compliance of the provisons of the Ad, 1957 and the

rues made thereunder as wel the ather relevant Ads

and Rues as may be applicable towards renewal of

mining lease for second renewal peiod.

ShiiAshok P Kudchadkar and Mis. Sarda Energy &
MrerakLid, sreleenieatandereasedesdwin
a period of three months as required under Ruke 37 of
Mineral Concession Rukes, 1960.

By ader and inthe name of the Govermar of Goau

Arvind D. Loliyekar, Direcor of Mines & Gedogy/
(ot Saaeaty (< dio)

Parg, Zih Api 2000
Order
No.96383831R Mines(Pa 1o
Wheress, Shi Ashok P Kudchadkar of Cur chorem,

Goa (heredlier refered 0 as the essed’ by an oder

No. 96/388/88Mines/2013 dated 20-10-2006 wes granted
reneweal of mining lease (Under Tite of Conoession
No.100af08101963) coveringanareadi22.1350ha.of

land situated in vilages Colomba and Curpem of
Sanguem T alafrapaioddDyeasekdefo m
2211198710 21-11-2007.

And whereas the lessee by an application No. APK/
[TRICAN-100/07/2 daied 08-01-2007 applied for ransfer
o the mining lease in favour of Mis. Chhatisgath
Blectidly Compary Lid, R anur.

Andwhereas during the pendency of the application
M. Chiatiisgerh Blectrioty Compeny Lid, mergedwih
M. Rapur Aloys and Siedl Lid, nferms of Sedions
391 and 394 of the Comparnies Act and the scheme of
mergerwas approved by the High Court of Chhattisgarh
by order dated 11-05-2007 and by the High Cout of
Bombay by order dated 22-06-2007 and the said merger
wes efledive from 01:04-2006.

And wher essteMnsryd Ew onmentandFo red,
Govemment of India, vide letter No. 1552007-ROHQ
dated 19-12-2007 gpproved the transier ofthe aforesaid
minng keese nfavour of Mis, Chhatisgerh Blediicly
Company Ltd, subject to the condiion that Ms.
Chhatisgarh Blectidty Compary Lid, wil have ©
aoply forthe renend of mining lease as per he ukes.

And whereas by an application No. APK/TR/CAN-
10008 dated 27062008, Shi Ashok P, Kudchadkar
nomedthetMis. Rapur Aloysand SiedlLidl, changed
s name o M. Sarda Energy and Minerals Lid,

e adt eréar edoasthe ‘company”) which was
pemited by the Registrar of Companies, Maharashira,
on0208-2007.

And whereas the Govemment of Goa have consented

otetarserdtessdmngeesenfvardte
said company.
Nowte dren ea ax dthe poners conerr ed

byRue 37 dfthe Minerd Concesson Rues, 1980andd
aherponersenabingitinthatbehal, the Govement
dCoaherebycorsensivtretarserdhesadminig

leese by the sad Shi Ashok P, Kudchadkarn aard
M. Sarda Energy and Mineraks Lid, subedt 0 the
same terms and condiiions govermning the said mining
lease sipusted in the Mines and Minerals (Develop-
merntand Reguiation) A, 1957 (Cenral Adt67 of1957)
and the rues framed thereunder and subject 0 the
compliance of the provisons of the Ad, 1957 and the
rues made thereunder as wel the ather relevant Ads
and Rues as may be applicable towards renewal of
mining lease for second renewal peiod.

ShiiAshok P Kudchadkar and Mis. Sarda Energy &
MrerakLid, sreleenieatandereasedssdwin
a perod of three monhs as requred under iue 37 of
Mineral Concession Rules, 1960.

By ader and inthe name of the Govermar of Goau
Arvind D. Loliyekar, Direcor of Mines & Gedogy/
(ot Saaeaty (< did)
Parg, 27 Api 2000,

0

Department of Personnel

Order

No. 62097-PER
SiVeyM P aarppe, Jort Sear ety (ARdd
hod derge o tepdDr edordW  omen & Chid
Development, in addion t his own duiies during the
sk eave period of Shii Sanv M. Gadlar, Diretord

W oamen & Chid Development, with immediate effect
By oder and nthe name of the Govermar of Goa,
Umeshchandra L. Joshi, UterSear ey esard)
Pavaim, 21t Api 2000,

Order

No. 632008 PER

Shri Narayan Sawertt, Chief Execuive Oficer, Zilla
Panchayat, Souhsrelhoddherged tepetdSeH
Land A auanOlier, MPT,Mor mugaonaddiono
his onn duiies wih immediaie eflect and und further
orders, thereby relieving Shii Prasanna Acharya,
Addiordl Cdedord, South of the addional draige.

ShiF randsoT  ees SarorScake Ol dGoaOd
Servig ‘A waliing posting’ is hereby transferied

and posted as SLAO, Konkan R aiway Corporation
L, ter ey reeing Shi Y.BT avde, A cdiordl
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Colectorl, South of the addiional charge with ObsG apA’ Gaedntepaysae Rs8000-
immecie efed, n publc nerest -275-13 500+NPAPr  erevsed)uderteDr edoged
mlfng an andCECC'I ebssml \t;?)aNmsegﬁm ter the post as per the terms and condliions conanng n
atks g the Memorandum of even number dated 08-04-2009.
By order and inthe neme of he Governor of Goa, Consequent upon their apponment they are posted
at places shown against ther names:
Umeshchandra L. Joshi, UderSear ey esard)
. 3. Name of the Peed
Pavaim 2o Api 2000, No. Medical Offcer sty
PO 1 2 3
1 Dr. RahuChmatV & Rural Medical Dispensary;
Department of Public Health Agonda.
— 2 Dr. Shubhada Sakharam Community Health Centre,
Order Mandrekar V gd
No. 45/1/2006/PHD 3 Dr. Yogesh Gurunath Rural Medical Dispensary;
On the recommendiion of the Goa Publc Sevice Govekar Arambol
Commission conveyed vide therr letier No. COMIY The above mentioned doctors shall be on probation
24(8y8395\/dlIEA deied 09032009, the Gover nment frapaioddivoyeas
5 pleesed o éﬂfﬂ Dr. Ma"" Mehesh _Palsekar Their appointments are made subject to the
as Junor Areestheist (G apA’  Gazeed)ntepay S
i . verification of character and antecedents and
scale: Rs. 8000-275-13500HNPAPT erevsed)underte deckraion of iness by the Meckal Board
Diedoraie o Heath Seviceswih efietiomihe deie _
ofherjoningthe postas per he tems and condiions hﬂeaﬂtdqymnmrmwm
contained in the Memorandum of even number dated Govermert on veriicaion of chereder and arfece-
2404-2009 and post her at Community Health Centre, derisharsenvoeswlbetr nmineied Smiatyjte
Ponda. evertafther dedaration as unitby the Medical Boad
Dr. MarwiMaheshP asgasdbeanprdamntor ter wibe
apeiod oftnoyeas By ader and inthe name of the Govermar of Goau
The appointment of Dr. MarfiMaheshP  asdas Maria J. R. Pires, Under Seaeiay (Heddh )
made subedt 0 the verification of character and Pavaim, Z7h Api, 2000,
aniecedents and dedaration of finess by the Medcal
Board
) Order
In the evert of any adverse matier noticed by the
Govemment on verification of character and No. 45/1/2008-/PHD
antecedents, her ser veEswleEmn aed Simiay, React  OrderNo. 45/1/20084/PHD dated 14-05-2008.
in the evert of her dedaraiion as unik by the Medical _
Boad her senvices Wl be teminaied. Govemment is pleased o extend the contraciuial
: appointment of Dr. Sesieb P Prabhudesal, Senior
By oderandinthe reme ofthe Governar of Goa Pathobgist under D ecorste o Healh Ser icesw.  ef.
Maria J. R. Pires, Under Seaeiaty (Hedh ). 206520090 21-0520101rafutherpaiodofoneyesr
Pvaim Z7h Api 2000 gfepﬁshjmmbrmasvuﬁms

Dr. Seskea P Prabhudesai shal be paid monthly
ord emaumenisof Rs. 35000 (Rupees Thity fve thousand
raer only) per month. Her appontment shal be subject ©
the terms and condiions contained in her earer
No. 45/2/20074/PHD
agreement executed by her with the Govemment.
On the recommendation of the Goa Public Senvice

: - { vide their ktier No. ) B;./adera*dn'iherm*edtherenndGoa
[PA(1Y2008\olM56 ciated 20-02-2000, the Gover nment Maria J. R. Pires, Under Seaeaty (Healh )
is pleased b gppaint he folowing Doctors as Mecical Pavaim, 28h Apd, 2000,
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