\ 232%1 TEM NO 101 Court No. 2 SECTI ON XV

SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS
ClVIL APPEAL NQ(s). 3975 OF 2007

MAHARASHTRA GENERAL KAMGAR UNI ON & Ors. Appel | ant (s)
VERSUS

Pl X TRANSM SSI ON LTD. Respondent ( s)
Dat e: 28/05/2010 This Appeal was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR JUSTICE G S. S| NGHVI
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE C. K. PRASAD
( VACATI ON BENCH)

For Appellant(s) M. Arvind Kumar, Adv.
M. M V. Manohar, Adv.
M

Shivaji M Jadhav, Adv.

For Respondent (s) M. Vivek R Thakur, Adv.
M. Ranmeshwar Prasad Goyal, Adv.

UPON hearing counsel the Court nmade the foll ow ng

ORDER
The appeal i s disposed of terns of the signed order.
(Shashi Sar een) (Phool an Wati Arora)
Court Master Court Master

(Signed order is placed on the file)
I N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A

Cl VI L APPELLATE JURI SI DI CTI ON

ClVIL APPEAL NO. 3975 OF 2007

Mahar ashtra General Kangar
Uni on and ot hers

Ver sus

Pl X Transm ssi on Ltd.

ORDER

This appeal is directed agai nst order dated 27.10. 2004
passed by the Division Bench of the H gh Court of Bonbay,
Nagpur Bench in LPA No. 156/ 2004 wher eby t he
chal | enge to t he or der of t he | ear ned Singl e

... Appell ants

... Respondent

appel I ant s’

Judge,

who



di smissed Wit Petition No.3988 of 2003 filed by them agai nst
t he or der of I ndustri al Court, Nagpur Bench in Conpl ai nt
U L.P. A No.607 of 1998 was negati ved.

During the course of hearing, |earned counsel for the
appel I ant s, after seeki ng i nstructions from hi s clients
i nf or med t he Court t hat t hey are pr epar ed to accept t he
benefits which were extended to 36 of their coll eagues who had
litigated with them before the Industrial Court, the |earned

Singl e Judge and t he Di vi si on Bench of t he Hi gh Court.
Learned counsel also filed an affidavit of Premlal son of Shri

Dayar am Hi r kane, Joi nt Secretary of appel | ant No. 1,
Mahar ashtra Gener al Kangar Uni on wher ei n t he deponent has

unequi vocal |y agreed to accept the terns and conditions of
Settlenents dated 29.11.1993 and 4.5.1998.

-2-
Lear ned counsel appeari ng for t he r espondent

very

fairly stated t hat his client woul d agr ee to ext end

t he

benefits of t he t wo settlenents to appel | ant Nos. 2 to

13
Wit hin a r easonabl e time of their executing an agr eenent

simlar to the one executed by 36 enpl oyees on 8. 1.2005 and
all the benefits will be extended to appellant Nos.2 to 13
with effect from 1.12.2004.

In view of the statenments nade by the | earned counse

for the parties and affidavit of M. Prenmlal, as described

herei n above, the appeal is disposed of as infructuous. I
tis

needl ess to say that once appellant Nos.2 to 13 execute an

agreement sinmilar to the one dated 8.1.2005 indicating their

commi t nent to abi de by t he terns and condi tions of

t he

settlenents, the Managenent of the respondent shall extend

themall the benefits at par with 36 enployees with effect

from1.12.2004.

(C. K. Prasad)

New Del hi ,
May 28, 2010.



