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2.   Learned counsel for the respondents submits that it is the duty 

of the management to prove that the petitioner is not the Workmen.  

3.   Learned counsel appearing on behalf of the respondents 

submits that once, the petitioner was appointed as a Quality Control 

Incharge on a particular salary and the duties of the petitioner have been 

brought on record, which clearly shows that the petitioner was working in a 

supervisory capacity, the award passed by the Labour Court dated 

30.05.1997 (Annexure P-1), is perfectly valid and legal and liable to be 

upheld. 

4.   I have heard learned counsel for the parties and have gone 

through the records of the present case with their able assistance.  

5.   A finding has been recorded by the Labour Court that the 

petitioner was working in a supervisory capacity and was drawing the wages 

exceeding Rs.1600/- hence, he was not covered under the definition of 

“Workmen” envisaged under 1947 Act so as to avail the remedy under the 

Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. The said finding has been recorded on the 

basis of the evidence and the facts which had come on record.  

6.   The respondent-Institution has brought enough evidence to help 

the Tribunal to record the said finding. Nothing has been shown to this Court 

that the finding so recorded is perverse to any evidence or the fact which has 

come on record.  

7.   Further, it has also come on record that the petitioner has 

received a sum of Rs.8811/- from the respondent-Management as final 

settlement of his dues, which fact has not been rebutted by the learned 

counsel for the petitioner.  
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8.   In the absence of any perversity once, findings have been 

recorded on the basis of the facts and evidence which have come on record, 

no ground is made out for any interference by this Court in the facts and 

circumstances of the present case.  

9.   Present petition is dismissed.  

10.    Pending application, if any, also stands disposed of. 
 
 
 
20-03-2025 
Sapna Goyal 
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