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OVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-1, MUMBAI

:  APPELLANT

- REGIONAL PROVIDENT FUND COMMISSIONER

' THANE | | : RESPONDENT

"MP ‘Act, 1952 (herelnafter referred to as the Act) agalnst the order dated
29.10.2020 passed by the Reglonal Provident Fund Commissioner, the

L Respondent under. sectlon 7A (1) of the Act The amount determmed by the

lmpugned order passed is 1 63,35 264/

.. Alongwith appeal Appellant has flled appllcatlon for waiver of deposnt u/s 7- ‘
0 of the Act. g

= ,f 3. vCo}ples have already been furnished to the Respondents.




| illegal which is required to be €

6." - Learned counsel for the responden

“ g submltted that all the

L EPF &MP Actisa behefucral legislati

s A

o _|¢g|_slat|on. . _n,sl
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Sl entertamed unless the appellant dep05|ted 75 %

Perusal of the record reveals that the appeal is wrthm the llmitation;v_perlod

ed as per Rule 7(2) of the EPFAT (Procedures) Rules, 1997

ey prescnb

educational institution. He further stated

5, The appellant stated that it is an
g,“,that they have not executed any agree ements. for the servrces from any of the
y explalned the. work

i contractors deployed by them _Contractors:| have been orally

_nd the work were done “The contractors were not regrstered wrth EPFO The

: oontractors raise the bl“S on monthly basis at the agreed rates and the mstrtutlon .
was making payment ‘The appellant submitted that the |mpugned order passed
i by the respondent commrssroner is ex-facie bad in law besides being illogical and

t aside and quashed. :

t while supportlng the |mpugned order

grounds taken by the appellant mcludmg the junsdlctlonal

unds are open for, consrderatlon during the regular hearing of the appeal. The

: gro
on and aims at. the beneﬁt of the employees:

v _Anv order or stay of the |mpugned order would defeat the very purpose»vof;;the |

X
Heard both pal res

After consrdelhng the entire facts and crrcumst
gned order has been passed under Sectron 7 A

ances as well as submrssrons

. ade by both the partr}es, the impu

,"and in view of the provrsrons of the section 7-0, the appeal should not be

of the assessed amount

| 3 t has to be consrdered at the tlme of personal heanng of the appeal

i On ments At thrs stage as per mandatory provrsrons the appellant has to deposrt A

75% of the assessed amount which can be reduced or modlfled to some extent on




e appellant case, | find it proper to reduce the amount and
| |rected to dep05|t 20% of the assessed amount On e |
lassessed amount to the respondent wrthln 6 weeks from |

’[lmpugned order is stayed. ThlS is pre _condition for staymg.-" "

hd for entertaining the appeal. Hence order.

e, | pass the following order.

L (") Appellant is dwect;ed to deposrt 20% of the assessed amount wrthln 6

R weeks and on deposntlng the 20% of the assessed amount impugned order is

l |
SR

i
N1

E SR stayed till further orders | |
T (") On dePOS't'"g théit()% of the assessed amount the respondent is '

| dlrected not to také' bercive steps till further orders.
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