BEFORE THE NATIONAL INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL

MUMBA|
Present

JUSTICE RAVINDRA NATH KAKKAR
Presiding Officer

APPROVAL APPLICATION NO. CGIT-9 OF 2013

(Arising out of Ref.No.cgit- 1 of 2011

Parties: Air India Ltd. :  Applicant
Vs.
Ms. K.Chiranda :  Opp. Party
Appearances: o
For the Applicant .' c Mrs.vDeepi‘ka _Agravial',‘ -Adv'.‘,_ "
For the Opposite Party : Absent.
State - : Mahara‘shtra |

Mumbai, dated the 12th day of January 2021.
JUDGMENT

.. This is an Approval Appllcatlon ﬁled under Sectlon 33(2)(b)
- of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for approval of order of ‘Removal
from service’ passed by the Air India Ltd against Ms. K.Chiranda.

2. The facts necessary for the dlsposal of the present
approval application may be summed up as under | o



—

ppOSIte Party was appomted as Tramee Air Hostess on '
the Applicant Company. She was appointed as Air
lhationary basis with effect from 22.12. 1992 in the
€Dept. and was confirmed in service we. f 01 07 1993

;'5;~'ted as Sr. Air Hostess wef 01, 01 1998 She wasf-”'
:ed as Check air Hostess wefO1 01 2003 She’
without permission since March 04, 2006 till date

- opposite par was informed vide letter No 'SIKC/.;1,588; dt.
15.12.2006 toﬁ i ntact Medical Services Department but she did not

comply with

instructions. The OppOSlte party was remlnded
follow the instructions but she did not comply The
_t on the party of the Opp051te party of remalmng -
ermission from March 04, 2006 till date constituted
misconduct uger the provisions of Certified Standing Orders

”i‘f‘f,'?and was charged with the following:

several times

absent W1thou§

: Willful msubordmatlon of any lawful and
reasonable order of superior;

for want of suff1c1ent grounds or proper or
satlsfactory explanatlon and |

i) :Breach of any law, rules regulations or orders
applicable to the estabhshment

~ The opposite p by was requ1red to submit her wrltten explanatlon on
the aforesald ges within'7“days of 'receipt_ of letter 'No'.--'IS"/K"C’/21 9
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- Opposite P
~ Officer was

i be short in

record , | alf

—

communicégéngad to her vide Order No. lS/CON19/KC_[255 dated June
f1e Enquiry Committee commenced, i-ts.-\p_.’_rlqc_eedijn_.gg'.pn:; July

e
O

'concluded on August 01 , 2013 s_préadf over03 srttmgs The

did not participate in the Enquiry PrOcéedinvgs. As the
did not attend a single sitting, on August 01, 2013, the

gihittee decided to proceed with the enquiry €X-parte. The

| gnittee forwarded a copy of the ex‘.-part'e proceedmgs and

Pposite Party to submit her “Final Stateméht"-.‘f " The

not submitg;gj

hwind accordingly proposed show cause forfpuhishm:'e'htv 'of
m Services” and the Opposite party was asked to
A ithin 07 days. The Opposite Party did not. submit any

reply. Theji?gss%;ompetent Authority after going through the;en'tj-re case
‘ )g the gravity of the misconduct passed an order No, IS/

£

Septemberﬁ 25, 2013 awarding the punishment of

CON-9/KC/ %5k

service” The order of “Removal from Services” was
I to the opposite party with a Cheque ::jbegring_ No

948455 datdl 04.10.2004 for Rs, 41, 6g7,. being the wages for one

L

V';.Z % },’:

_“‘Jired under section 33(2)(b) of the Act and filed the

ation before this Tribunal.

: compliance of Section 33(2)(b) of the Act istherem |
view of the yment of one month notice pay which is not found to

‘manner in the eye of law,

'r giving a conscious consideration of theevrdence on
the Approval Applications agaiﬁs-tf'the ’_0p’pq§,‘féfp§’r;ty .
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n. W\th the _aforesaid observation

shall operate as res;udr
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