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Judgement

AnjanI Kumar, J.—The petitioner by means of this writ petition has challenged
the award passed by the Labour Court-Ill, Kanpur, dated 30.4.1996 in
Adjudication Case No. 210 of 1992.

2. The State Government referred the following dispute to the labour court to be
adjudicated upon :

^^D;k lsok;kstdksa }kjk vius Jfed xsanu yky iky iq= Jh eqa''kh yky iky] tujy]
jaxkbZ o /kqykbZ foHkkx in f''k?V bapktZ dks mlds dk;Z dh iz?fr ds vuqlkj f''k?V
bapktZ dk inuke o rn~uwlkj osrueku 1]640&2]900 u fn;k tkuk vuqfpr
rFkk@vFkok voS/kkfud gS \\ ;fn gk?] rks lacaf/kr Jfed D;k fgrykHk@vuqrks"k ?
fjyhQ? ikus dk vf/kdkjh gS] fdl frfFk ls rFkk fdl vU; fooj.k lfgr \\**

3. The parties have exchanged their pleadings, The employers have disputed the
fact that the concerned workman is not a workman within the meaning of Section
2 (z) of U. P. Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 and adduced the evidence to this
effect. The workman was also allowed to adduce the evidence. Labour court after
considering the material available on record had arrived at the conclusion that
since the pay scale of the workman is Rs. 1.640-2,900 and he is getting salary in
the pay scale of 1,640-2,900 and his total wages are Rs. 4,963 per month and in
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fact he is working as Supervisor whereas he is wrongly mentioned as shift in-
charge. It has also been admitted as found by the labour court" that the
workman issues directions to the workmen working in D. and F. department,
issues charge-sheet and warns them and also sanctions leave.

4. In this view of the matter, it has been argued on behalf of the employer before
the labour court that the workman concerned is not covered by the definition
given u/s 2 (z) of U. P. Industrial Disputes Act. Labour court answered the
reference against the workman holding that the workman is not a workman
within the meaning of Section 2 (z) of U. P. Industrial Disputes Act and is not
entitled for any relief.

5. Learned counsel for the petitioner has tried to assail these findings and has
stated that the statement made in the award of the labour court is incorrect but
he has not challenged the same in the writ petition. Therefore, at this stage,
workman will not be permitted to argue this point here in the writ petition.
Further, learned counsel for the petitioner has not been able to demonstrate that
the findings arrived at by the labour court suffer from any error, much less error
of law.

6. In this view of the matter, this Court declines to interfere with the findings
arrived at by the labour court. The writ petition is devoid of merit and is
dismissed.
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