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 Heard  Mr.Sa lloori Ramesh for appellant and  the lea rned  

Government Pleader (Labour) for respondents. 

 

 Writ petitioner, who is emp loyer viz., Dr.Reddy’s Labora tories 

Limited , is the appellant in both the writ appea ls.  

 

 These appea ls a re a t the instanc e of petitioner/ emp loyer in 

W.P.Nos.12443 & 12444 of 2007.  W.P.Nos.12443 & 12444 of 2007 a re 

filed  c ha lleng ing the order da ted  24.04.2006 in S.A.Nos.17 & 18 of 

2004 of the 1st respondent/ sec ond  appella te authority under 

Sec tion  48(3) of the A.P. Shops & Estab lishments Ac t, 1988-c um-the 

Deputy Commissioner of Labour (Twin Cities), Hyderabad , 

c onfirming the order da ted  19.07.2004 in S.E.Nos.8 &  of 2003 of  

the 2nd  respondent/ appella te authority under Sec tion  48(1) of  

the A.P. Shops & Estab lishments Ac t, 1988-c um-the Assistant 

Commissioner of Labour-II, Hyderabad  and  quash S.A.Nos.17 & 18  

of 2004 of the 1st respondent/ sec ond  appella te authority, 

c onfirming the order da ted  19.07.2004 in S.E.Nos.8 & 9 of 2003  

of 2nd  respondent/ appella te authority as a rb itra ry and  without 

jurisd ic tion.   Aggrieved  by the same, the emp loyer filed  the instant 

appea ls. 

 

 The lea rned  Sing le Judge, having regard  to the limited  

submissions made by the lea rned  c ounsel appearing on both sides, 
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d ismissed  the appea ls by c onfirming the orders impugned  in the 

appea ls. We find  it c onvenient to exc erp t the opera tive portion of 

the order under appea l: 

 
 “Perusal of the above provisions would make it 

clear that no employer shall without a reasonable cause 

terminate the services of the employee, who has been in 

his employment continuously for a period of not less than 

six months without giving such employee at least one 

month’s notice in writing or wages in lieu thereof, and in 

respect of an employee who has been in his employment  

continuously for a period of not less than one year, a 

service compensation amounting to fifteen days average 

wages for each year of continuous employment. The first 

requirement before termination is one must be paid one 

month salary in lieu of notice and that an employee is 

entitled to service compensation amounting to 15 days 

average wages for each completed year, which would 

mean that the prerequisite condition to terminate the 

services is payment of wages for 45 days as per Section 

47(1) of the A.P. Shops and Establishments Act.  

 
 Insofar as the issue of awarding of compensation is 

concerned, Section 48(2) of the Shops and Establishments 

Act empowers the authorities concerned to direct payment 

of compensation in lieu of reinstatement. It is the 

contention of the petitioner-employer that 100 days wages 

is irrational and without any basis. The authority, in its 

wisdom, granted 100 days wages. As per Section 47(1) of 

the Act any terminated employee under the Shops and 

Establishments Act would be entitled for 45 days salary, in 

addition to that another 55 days were granted by the 

authorities. The authorities granted relief of compensation 

for 100 days for each year by duly taking into account the 

number of years’ service rendered by the unofficial 

respondents-employees had, and further taking to 

consideration the fact that the investor services cell was 

not completely disbanded; some of the employees were 

continued in the said unit and that the petitioner had 

selectively chosen to terminate the services of the 

unofficial respondents-employees. Further, the authorities 
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have also taken into consideration the number of years of 

service completed by the employees. Therefore, the 

decision taken by the authorities to grant 100 days wages 

for each completed year of service is justified, and at no 

stretch of imagination, it can be said as arbitrary exercise. 

Therefore, W.Ps filed by the employer, are liable to be 

dismissed. Accordingly, they are dismissed.  

 
 It is the contention of the unofficial respondents-

employees that they should be reinstated into service with 

all consequential benefits. The authorities, taking into 

consideration that there was strained relationship between 

the employer and the employees, considered their claim 

and rightly held that reinstatement cannot be ordered. The 

official respondents have rightly passed the orders 

impugned. Therefore, the W.Ps filed by the employees are 

also liable to be dismissed. Accordingly, they are 

dismissed”. 

 

 We have perused  the rec ord  and  noted  the submissions 

made by the c ounsel appearing  for the pa rties.   

  

While d isposing of these appea ls, the grounds urged  by the 

lea rned  c ounsel appearing  for appellants need  not be adverted  to 

by us, in this order.  For, we a re of the view tha t the sta tutory 

authorities, well within the jurisd ic tion c onferred  on them, have 

examined  the fac t in issue between the riva l pa rties and  by duly 

exerc ising  the jurisd ic tion, have moulded  the relief of award ing 

c ompensa tion to workmen.  The lea rned  Sing le Judge through the 

order under appea l has c onfined  the jud ic ia l review to ava ilab le 

grounds under Artic le 226 of the Constitution of Ind ia  and  rec orded  

the find ings exc erp ted  above.  Having regard  to the find ings of fac t 

rec orded  by a ll the orders under c ha llenge, and  independently 

a fter taking  note of the find ings rec orded  by the lea rned  Sing le 

Judge, we a re c onvinc ed  tha t the grounds now ra ised  by the 
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appellants a re taken up , the same amounts to re-apprec ia ting  the 

c irc umstanc es and  rec ord ing a  find ing on the p roper exerc ise of 

d isc retion by the lea rned  Sing le Judge and  the authorities under the 

Ac t.  No perversity is pointed  out by the appellants.  It is well settled  

tha t on the same set of fac ts if slightly a  d ifferent view is ava ilab le, 

tha t by itself is not a  g round  for rec onsidera tion by the Court under 

Clause 15 of Letters Pa tent Appea l. 

 

 The writ appea ls a re, ac c ord ing ly, d ismissed  hold ing  tha t 

there is no ground  made out to interfere in the intra  c ourt appea ls 

filed  under the Letters Pa tent.  No order as to c osts. 

 

 As a  sequel thereto, misc ellaneous petitions, if any pend ing, 

stand  c losed . 

   

__________________________________ 

THOTTATHIL B. RADHAKRISHNAN, CJ 

 

 

 

____________ 

S.V.BHATT, J 

10th Dec ember, 2018 
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