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No. 36-2/80-Law Dated __ l_7_. 0_7_._2_0_23 _ _ _ 

To, 

The Heads of all National Labs/lnstts. of CSIR, 

Sub:- Award dated 13.05.2022 passed by Hon'ble Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur 

Sir/Madam, 

In a ID case No. COIT/ LC/l~/79/2005 titled Shri Ramadhar 
Suryavashi Vs. Officer in Charge, CFRI, Bilaspur Unit & Ors., the Hon'ble 
COIT-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur vide its Award dated 13.05.2022 has 
intcr-alia observed/held that CSIR is not an industry as defined in 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

In this regard, I am directed to circulate the copy of Award dated 
13 .. 05 .2022 (copy enclosed) passed by the Hon'ble COIT-cum-Labour 
Court, Jabalpur, to all the Labs/Instts. of CSIR for reference, while dealing 
with such ID cases. 

l 

(.LL~ 
Deputy Secretary (Legal) 

Copy to: -
1. Sr. COA/ COA/ AO of all Labs. /Instts. 
2. Sr. PPS, Office of DG,CSIR 
3. Office of JS(A) 
4. Sr. DS/DS/US at CSIR Hqrs./CSIR Complcx/HRDC, Gha%iabad. 
5. Office Copy 

Ph 
· EPABX23710138 23710144 23710158 23710468, 23710805,23711251 , 23714238,23714249, 23714769 , 2~7153~3 

ones . · • • ' Website : http://www.csir.res.m 
Fax : 91-11-23714788 
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llE'FORE.TH.E CffiNTR;~~G(}VERNMENTINDUSTRIAL. 
'.!;BlBUNAL CUM'LAOCIURcoi.m~; ;JAHALlPUR '' 

.N.o ..• CGi'nl1:-®/lY7912Q05 
!'res.en:t::l'd<io,Srivnsta'{!! 

H.J .S .. ( Retd) 

fill ti R~.rnad!t~!: 8tityayai1shi, 
l!lx,wotker·nf'C'FRl, 
Vil1<1ge.& :l?O~l'andari~11.~, .• PoatGi1utak:u· 
TQ:Tlikh01tp1)1\;t)istrkt ~n~~p11r·4Q:SQQJ,, 

Versus· 

The Offi'ci!r In Cltarge, 
Central .Fu:11rn~s~Jlr~h. Ins#t1t~ 
Bilasp\jr UrrltN~i'.271 Klitdi Ciro.wk 
Posfl\ox N0Al,B\ll)s,1wr~4Q•S:ap1 .• 

2.1Y1/sl(nn:~f.Scc11rity·$erwtc<>s 
'.\lad1ma11<lan·NRt1ar,BUaspur(.C,G1.) 

~NI~ lnteruatiollal Scet1rlj/' lto~~e.J:, 
Ya(! unamfan. Nagar Cql<in)i,. 
Tafta,.BliWsp11r(.c,t1.) 

4.MJsl\rim•r Secu~ltr ~~.t'l'[cts; 
fo <Jib\· Co tony, T~rrm ha.r, !3i'faspur(C.G.) , 
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L Aft\lr xegjsteringthe c~~e c\11 Jh!>. bas)is 11fh!lsi'ellPl:\, J)g!icM w.qre sent 

to the pmtieii .. BQl,lt th" p1y:1i0s .l!a:vl:\ filet) tl1d.1• 1'cspective sMemont oP 
•.cfoi;i1/dllfe11ce: 

.2. The p]·eliinln!ltY\Pie!l is .reg~r4!mi.lM)i11aiiwllilily of this rel~1·e1w.e 
b.efoi:e this 't1·kb1mal. l'\le)lher of.file pm'!ies J1ave.· Jl!e~ th~lr wfoten . '•' - - - , 

•a1'gU1he1it. lMve gone thto\1gh.tbe•1·e~011d and the e,11Jiletrde wJ~J be 

d fS'cus~eq as· il11tf wjil,lli .tetji:ifret), 

Fl. Xn ~!1~ H\Shl 9f peru§~l ·Qf ;i'()l)pI'.(!, the :lss1i~ Which 011m11~ up J<.>1· 

detel•mfoa,!ionis··that-;" 

LWhe!lre~ ~he JW:a:n~&'~!Rl;.!lt i:;f t/.~l>lr~I J:i'1i.~l I<escii..i'.ch. 

liistitnte whlcli is 1111 Rt1jj!l~r,y .:Qf QeJ1tr11I $d~ri.tific .•111d 

fodu~Mal Res~at:!ili(OSi~J Js ·i:mp!~Ji,¢.r •fqr tl1e J!l!J;!JO$ns 

Jnd~stfia) J>Jsptite Act {f)ll1710 h~r!i!tl,after JiQfen:ili:! {n lls tire 

iWOl'dAct? 

:2.Whetllerihe iu~pllt~·.:ts.;~ognifabln· ·lJ~'··~ll'is ... !frititiilal .. o;'tieit 
:'/ 

ih Thete is.aj~rqg~1e11tol\Itp,n'li.IJ'.J fhe Ap~K CQµtt·passeciln the case uf 
'."···"---~:'.'.:._~•R'"""...._.,•'"""'=- • ~-·--~'·e--,._;_~,---0.--._;-· ---~-"-·~---·•••O"~'~---··-·~-~"'""""'' 

$, :~~tth~ li$lil\qft))ep,e jlJ;epc;sfrfo;1 •fflaw;<the '(]l,sp~r\~ bi:i.\\vee11 fJ1e•par!les 
, ,, 's~ be ·tem1~d as. J ndustdal Diapt1te, i;leue~ the dlei1nte fa iJ'QI 
~- . 

. f.cignlzable by .tl;riS THburiaJ. <fDd ~1)~ referem)e. reqttli:es t\1 be answered. 
·:accordingly. 
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T. On tht bMis of•the ab.ave find! ng;, the ~eferenee •ls held not cqgni.;?;<¥l>le 

by this 'Tl'lb:una.l 

.9. Let the \lofiles of the award b:e .sent to the Government of Lndii!; 

Min\Stry ofLab:our & E:11tpI\lii'lrt1:H1tas pei: rule~. 
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA 
CIVIL APPFf.v.il"r~ .111f1fS\llCTlON 

Asslst!!nl ·Reg1illrar (.iud1 ; 
QIV~ NO-"S_,_,_,,1~7-"', ~~~-"""---"-""'+ •• ; •••• .l.\ ~I\.~::/-.. - " .. 

· • Sl.!prom11 Co<llrt ol lruliG 

Coun~il 6f Scientific & }ndu. 
Resea.rch & Anr. 

Smt. Padma Ravinder Nath & Ors, 

O_R_D_E_R 

. ' 

. ' 

'-------·---~- .... ,,."", 
Appellants 

Respondents 

The CSIR i. e, Councll of Scientific & Industrial · 

Research and the SERC i.e. Structural Engineering Re~earch 

Centre are in appeal before us against an order made by a 

full bench of the Central Admi~istrative Tribunal, Principal 

Bench 1 New · Delhi in a proceeding wherein a question ~to the 

following e~fect was raised 

''Whether Council of Scientific & 
Industrial Research ICSIR) ot its corlstitutent 
units would come within the definition of 
'industry' and 'whether the persons employed by 
them in any capacity are workmen within the 
meaning of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947." 

The Tribunal answered the said question by stating 

tha·t the Council of Scientific & Industr~al Res':'arch is an 

industry within the meaning of Section 2 (j) of the Industrial 

Disputes' Act and so far as the constituent ~nit of the Council 

is concerned the Tribunal pointed.'. out that the' matter had to 

be decided on the facts arising in the case and in the absence 

of appropriate data and mat~rial it would not be proper to 

decide such a question. 
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A Full Bench of the Tribunal rendered its opinion on 

the <JUestion but when t.he· matter .stood referred "to a Division 

Bench for decision, latter took the view t~at it is unnecesary 

to rest its decision on the <JUe.stion decided by the F·ull Bench 

but on certain other aspects and gave certain directions 

giving relief in part to the employees of the CSI~ and its 
I 

constituent unit .. Therefore, the view rende~ed by' the Full 

Benc.h of the Tribunal thus become ineffective so far as ·the 

I parties are Concerned. Further, it is brought to our notice 

in a subsequent decision in 1991 SLR 245 - A, Padmavalley 

ete. etc. Vs. C.P.W.D. and Ors, Etc. Etc.· The .Central. 

Administrative Tribunal, Hyderabad Bench eonsisting of five 

members took the view as follows 

(1) The Administrative Tribunals 
constituted under the Administrative Tribunals 
Act are not substitutes for the authorities 
constituted under the Industrial Disputes Act and 
henee the Adm.inistrative Tribunal does not 
exercise eoncurrent jurisdiction " with those 
authorities in regard to matters covered. by that 
Act. He nee all matters over which . the Labour 
Court or the Industrial · Tribunal. or other 
authorities had jurisdiction under the Industrial 
disputes Act do not automatically become vested 
in the Administrative Tribun.al for adjudication. 
The decision in the case of Sisodia, which lays 
down a contrarF interpretation is, in .our 
opinion, not correet. 

' { 2 ) 
provisions 
ordinarily 
that Act." 

an applic.ant seeki.ng relief under tlle 
of the Industrial Disputes. Act must 
exhaust the remedies available under 
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This view appears to be consistent ~ith the view 
i 

expressed by this Court in Rajasthan State Road 'Transport 

C~rporation and Anr. Vs. Krishna Kant & Ors. - 1995 (5) SCC 

75. 

far as law on the question 

it is not.J sett.led by 
' ~ 

t·he ·.decision of five Judge's .of lb..e Tribunal referred to above 

d anu 

by 

So 

parties. The. view expressed 

circumstances is unneccsary and 

by the Tribunal is therefore set 

d~. The appeals are allowed. No costs. 

New Delhi, 
,,;;~:., July 18, 2000 · 
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