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1. Despite  service of notice, the private
respondent/workman is not represented. Affidavit-of-
service filed in Court today be taken on record.

Re: CAN 1 of 2016 in MAT 1657 of 2016

(Condonation of delay)

2. This is an application filed under Section 5 of the
Limitation Act, 1963 for condonation of delay of about

12 days in filing the instant appeal.



3. Having heard the learned Advocate appearing on
behalf of the appellants as also considering the
statements made in the said application, this Court is
satisfied with the grounds indicated therein, as
sufficiently explaining delay of 12 days in preferring
the appeal.

4. In view of the above, the application for
condonation of delay is allowed and disposed of.

5. There will be no order as to costs.

Re: CAN 1 of 2016 in MAT 1658 of 2016

(Condonation of delay)

6. This is an application filed under Section 5 of the
Limitation Act, 1963 for condonation of delay of about
136 days in filing the instant appeal.

7. Having heard the learned Advocate appearing on
behalf of the appellants as also considering the
statements made in the said application, this Court is
satisfied with the grounds indicated therein, as
sufficiently explaining delay of 136 days in preferring
the appeal.

8. In view of the above, the application for
condonation of delay is allowed and disposed of.

9. There will be no order as to costs.

Re: CAN 2 of 2025 in MAT 1657 of 2016
(Restoration)

10. Sufficient grounds are available to explain the
absence of the appellant and/or its Counsel on 28th

March, 2025 before this Court.



11. The said order is recalled and the appeal is
restored to its original file and number.
12. Accordingly, CAN 2 of 2025 is disposed of.

13. There will be no order as to costs.

Re: CAN 2 of 2025 in MAT 1658 of 2016

14. Sufficient grounds are available to explain the
absence of the appellant and its Counsels on the 28th
March, 2025 before this Court.

1. The said order is recalled and the appeal is
restored to its original file and number.

15. Accordingly, CAN 2 of 2025 is disposed of.

16. There will be no order as to costs.

Re: CAN 3 of 2025 in MAT 1657 of 2016 & CAN
3 of 2025 in MAT 1658 of 2016

17. The appellant is the successor-in-interest of the
original appellant.

18. Having considered the pleadings made in CAN
3 of 2025, this Court is allowed the appellant to
pursue the instant appeal as if it was filed by the
present appellant itself.

19. In view of the aforesaid, the applications being
CAN 3 of 2025 in M.A.T. No. 1657 of 2016 and CAN 3
of 2025 in M.A.T. No. 1658 of 2016 are allowed and
disposed of.

20. There will be no order as to costs.

Re: MAT 1657 of 2016 & MAT 1658 of 2016

21. The two appeals being MAT 1657 of 2016 and

MAT 1658 of 2016 are directed against the order



passed by a Single Bench of this Court dated 18th

March, 2016 and 20th June, 2016.

22. By the said two orders, the Single Bench
dismissed in limine the writ petitions filed by the
employer challenging an award being Case No. 47 of
2010 wunder Section 10(18)(d) passed by the 2nd

Labour Court at Calcutta dated 31st December, 2014.

23. It is submitted by Mr. Ranajeesh Guha
Thakurata that an application for computation being
Computation Case No. 2 of 2019 of dues to the
workman under Section 33(c)(2) of the Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947 in terms of the award dated 31st
December, 2014 passed by the 2rd Labour Court at
Calcutta was dismissed. The ground for dismissal is
that the writ petitioner immediately after the order of
dismissal from service with the predecessor-in-interest
of the appellant and/or on the next day joined the
Kolkata Municipal Corporation as a field worker

contractual.

24. Apart from the above, the workman has not
pressed for reinstatement in service with the
appellant. This Court is of the view that the
respondent workman may have abandoned the claim
reinstatement with the appellant since after his
engagement with the Kolkata Municipal Corporation.

The impugned award passed by the 2rd Labour Court,



Calcutta on 31st December, 2014 is, therefore,

declared infructuous.

25. With the observations aforesaid, the two intra
court appeals are disposed of.

26. There will be no order as to costs.

27. All parties are directed to act on a server copy of
this order duly downloaded from the official website of

this Court.

(Rajasekhar Mantha, J.)

(Ajay Kumar Gupta, J.)



