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Bonus to L.I.C. Employees

2332.  SHRI BIRENDRA PRASAD; 
Will the Minister of FINANCE be 
pleased to state:

(a) whether the LIC employees used 

to get bonus but the same was stop­
ped during emergency; and
* V
(b) if so. whether Government pro­

pose to pay bonus to them?

THE  MINISTER  OF  FINANCE
\ND  REVENUE  AND  BANKING

(SHRI H M. PATEL):  (a) and (b)
Phe Class III and Class IV employees

if LIC as per the settlements of 1974
(current fiom 1-4-1973 to 31-3-1977)
were to be paid bonus without any

jciling at the rate of 15 per cent or
annual salary.  They had been paid
bonus for two years viz. 1973-74 and

1974-75.
w

2  Following amendments  to  the 

Payment of Bonus Act 19f>5 through 

issue of an Ordinance in September 
3975, Government  decided  that the 
employees of the non-competing pub­
lic sector employees including Banks, 
L.I.C. and G.I.C. may be paid an ex~ 

gratia amount beginning  with  the 
accounting year  1974/1974-75.  The 
amount of ex-gratia was  to  range 
ftom zero to 10 pei  cent depending 
upon the wage level, financial circum­
stances and other relevant factors in 
the industry concerned.

, 3. Ii was however not possible to 

follow the guidelines in respect of LIC 
employees as there was a subsisting 

vUloment between  the Corporation 
and its employees  for  payment of 

boiiu>- at the  rale  of 15 per cent of 
annual salary without any ceiling.  To 
brin̂ 1be employees on a par  with 
thôo 0f the  GIC  and nationalised 
bank- the provisions  of  the  1974 

se1t!emi.nts so far as they pertained 
to Payment of bonus was annulled by 
t!u. Life Insurance Corporation (Modi­

fication of Settlements) Act, 1976 in
Mnrth, 1976 which came into  fore? 

effect from 1-4-1975.

4. Although it had been decided to 
pay to eligible employees ex-gratia 
amount for the year 1975-76 at 4 per 
cent of annual salary, it could not be 
disbursed to them due to their refusal 
to take payment.

5. The validity of the L.I.C. (Modi­
fication of Settlements) Act, 1976 hasr 
been challenged in the Supreme Court 
by two unions of  the LIC Class III 
and Class IV employees. As the hear­
ing of the case is already going on 
in the Supreme  Court the Govern­
ment in the circumstances propose to 
wait for its outcome.
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