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IN THE MATTER OF:
SHRI SANJEEV Kv’maR CLAIMANT
VERSUS
M/S RICHA & coMPANY MANAGEMENT

WRITTEN STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF MANAGEMENT M/S RICHA &
COMPANY, IN REPLY TO DEMAND NOTICE FILED BY THE CLAIMANT

SHRI SANJEEV KUMAR UNDER SECTION 2-A OF INDUSTRIAL
DISPUTES ACTS, 1947, DATED 16.09.2014

MOST RESPECTFULLY SHOWETH:

Before giving reply parawise to the demand notice filed by the claimany,
the replying management wishes to raise certain preliminary objections which

may kindly be considered before proceeding on the merit of the demand notice

filed by the claimant.
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half of the re .
M/S. RICHA & fctgiwng ;‘Tl;maqorn(zm

(AUTHORISED SIGNATORY

yerified, at Gurgaon on st
9 . 31" day of December, 2014 that the contents of the

!ERIFICATION:

above reply to the demand notice bearing the paras No.l ‘v 6 are true and
correct to the best of my knowledge and belicf and based upon the records of
the management. That the contents of the preliminary submissions bearing paras
No. 1 to 3 are true and correct on the basis of the legal advice received and

believe to be truc and correct. No part of it is false and nothing malerial has

been concealed there from.

For & on pehalf of the replying management
M/S. RICHA & CO

(AUTHORISED SIGNATORY




