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GOVERNMENT OF PUDUCHERRY
LABOUR DEPARTMENT

(G.O. Rt. No. 91/Lab./AIL/T/2021,
Puducherry, dated 27th December 2021)

NOTIFICATION

Whereas, an Award in I.D (L) No. 21/2020, dated
17-11-2021 of the Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court,
Puducherry, in respect of the Industrial Dispute
between Management of M/s. Solara Active Pharma
Sciences Limited, Periyakalapet, Puducherry, and Union
workmen represented by Illanthalaivar Ragul Gandhi
Puducherry Shasun Thozhilalargal Nala Sangam,
Periyakalapet, Puducherry, over unfair practice has been
received;

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred
by sub-section (1) of section 17 of the Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947), read with
the notification issued in Labour Department’s G.O. Ms.
No. 20/91/Lab./L, dated 23-05-1991, it is hereby directed
by the Secretary to Government (Labour) that the said
Award shall be published in the Official Gazette,
Puducherry.

(By order)

D. MoHAN KUMAR,
Under Secretary to Government (Labour).

BEFORE THE INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL -CUM-
LABOUR COURT AT PUDUCHERRY

Present : Thiru R. BHARANIDHARAN, M.L.
Presiding Officer.

Wednesday, the 17th day of November 2021.
L.D. (L) No. 21/2020

in
CNR. No. PYPY 060000552020
The President,
Illanthalaivar Ragul Gandhi Puducherry
Shasun Thozhilalargal Nala Sangam,
No. 110, Murugan Koil Street,
Periyakalapet,

Puducherry. . . Petitioner

Versus

The Managing Director,

M/s. Solara Active Pharma Sciences Limited,
R.S. No. 33 and 34, Mathur Road,
Periyakalapet,

Puducherry. .. Respondent

This Industrial Dispute coming on this day before me
for hearing, in the presence of Thiruvalargal S. Kathirvel,
R. Lakshmanan, B. Sendhil and P. Seetharaman,
Counsels for the petitioner and Thiru N. Devadass,
Counsel for the respondent upon perusing the records,
this Court passed the following:

AWARD

This Industrial Dispute arises out of the reference
made by the Government of Puducherry vide G.O. Rt.
No. 110/AIL/Lab./T/2020, dated 05-11-2020 of the Labour
Department, Puducherry, to resolve the following
dispute between the petitioner and the respondent viz.,-

(i) Whether the dispute raised by the Union
workmen represented by Illanthalaivar Ragul Gandhi
Puducherry Shasun Thozhilalargal Nala Sangam,
Periyakalapet, Puducherry, against the management
of M/s. Solara Active Pharma Sciences Limited,
Periyakalapet, Puducherry, over unfair labour practice
is justified or not? If justified, what relief the Union
workmen are entitled to?

(i) To compute the relief, if any, awarded in terms
of money, if it can be so computed?

2. Today, when the case came up for hearing,
petitioner called absent. Respondent Counsel present.
Claim statement not filed for several hearings. Petitioner
called absent. No representation. Hence, the petition is
dismissed for non-prosecution.

Written and pronounced by me in the open Court,
on this 17th day of November, 2021.

R. BHARANIDHARAN,
Presiding Officer,
Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, Puducherry.

GOVERNMENT OF PUDUCHERRY
LABOUR DEPARTMENT

(G.O. Rt. No. 92/Lab./AIL/T/2021,
Puducherry, dated 28th December 2021)

NOTIFICATION

Whereas, an Award in I.D (L) No. 24/2018, dated
06-10-2021 of the Labour Court, Puducherry, in respect
of the Industrial Dispute between Management of
M/s. Hidesign India Private Limited, Puducherry, and
Thiru K. Krishnamurthy, Navarkulam, Puducherry, over
reinstatement with back wages and unfair labour
practice Puducherry has been received;
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Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred
by sub-section (1) of section 17 of the Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947), read with
the notification issued in Labour Department’s G.O. Ms.
No. 20/91/Lab./L, dated 23-05-1991, it is hereby directed
by the Secretary to Government (Labour) that the said
Award shall be published in the Official Gazette,
Puducherry.

(By order)

D. MoHAN KUMAR,
Under Secretary to Government (Labour).

BEFORE THE INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL -CUM-
LABOUR COURT AT PUDUCHERRY

Present : Thiru R. BHARANIDHARAN, M.L.
Presiding Officer.

Wednesday, the 6th day of October 2021.

L.D. (L) No. 24/2018
in
CNR. No. PYPY 060000452018
Thiru K. Krishnamurthy,
No. 51, Gurusithananda Street,
Villianur Main Road,
Navarkulam,

Puducherry. . . Petitioner

Versus

The Managing Director,
M/s. Hidesign India Private Limited,
No. 6, St. Martin Street,

Puducherry. .. Respondent

This Industrial Dispute coming on this day before
me for hearing, in the presence of Thiru R. Mugundhan,
Counsel for the petitioner, Thiru G. Krishnan, Counsel
for the respondent, upon perusing the records, this
Court passed the following:

AWARD

This Industrial Dispute arise out of the reference
made by the Government of Puducherry vide G.O. Rt.
No. 72/AIL/Lab./T/2018, dated 04-05-2018 of the Labour
Department, Puducherry, to resolve the following
dispute between the petitioner and the respondent viz.,-

(i) Whether the dispute raised by the petitioner
Thiru K. Krishnamurthy, Navarkulam, Puducherry,
against the management of M/s. Hidesign India
Private Limited, Puducherry, over reinstatement with
back wages and unfair labour practice is justified or
not? If justified, what relief the petitioner is entitled
to?

(i) To compute the relief, if any, awarded in terms
of money, if it can be so computed?

2. Today, when the case came up for hearing, both
side present. It is represented by both sides that the
matter is amicably settled between them. They have filed
joint compromise memo based on the settlement arrived
between the parties on 30-09-2021 as per section 18(1)
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Joint compromise
memo filed by them is recorded. Award passed in terms
of compromise memo. Joint compromise memo and
settlement, dated 30-09-2021 shall form part of the
Award. The reference is answered accordingly. No
costs.

Written and pronounced by me in the open Court,
on this 6th day of October, 2021.

R. BHARANIDHARAN,
Presiding Officer,
Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, Puducherry.

GOVERNMENT OF PUDUCHERRY
LABOUR DEPARTMENT

(G.O. Rt. No. 1/Lab./AIL/T/2021,
Puducherry, dated 4th January 2022)

NOTIFICATION

Whereas, an Award in I.D (L) No.19/2020, dated
22-11-2021 of the Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court,
Puducherry, in respect of the industrial dispute
between Management of M/s. Sri Bharathi Mills
(A Government of Puducherry Undertaking),
Mudaliarpet, Puducherry and the Union workmen
represented by Sri Bharathi Mill Thozhilalar Urimai
Padukappu Sangam, Koundanpalayam, Puducherry,
over regularization of Thiruvalargal K. Murugan,
D. Ilavarasan and Tmt. R. Saranya has been received;

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred
by sub-section (1) of section 17 of the Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947), read with
the Notification issued in Labour Department’s G.O. Ms.
No. 20/91/Lab./L, dated 23-05-1991, it is hereby directed
by the Secretary to Government (Labour) that the said
Award shall be published in the Official Gazette,
Puducherry.

(By order)

D. MonaN KuMAR,
Under Secretary to Government (Labour).
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BEFORE THE INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL -CUM-
LABOUR COURT AT PUDUCHERRY

Present : Thiru R. BHARANIDHARAN, M.L.
Presiding Officer.

Monday, the 22nd day of November 2021.

L.D. (L) No. 19/2020
in
C.N.R. No. PYPY 060000522020

The President,
Sri Bharathi Mill Thozhilalar
Urimai Padukappu Sangam,
No. 61/2, First Floor,
Aswini Hospital (Opp.),
Vazhudavoor Road,

Koundanpalayam, Puducherry. . . Petitioner

Versus

The Managing Director,
M/s. Sri Bharathi Mills
(A Government of Puducherry Undertaking),
P.O. Box No. 10, Mudaliarpet,
Puducherry. .. Respondent
This Industrial Dispute coming on 10-11-2021 before
me for final hearing in the presence of Thiruvalargal
K. Velmurugan and P. Preethi, Counsels for the
petitioner, the respondent being called absent and set
ex parte, upon hearing the petitioner and perusing the
case records, this Court delivered the following:

AWARD

This Industrial Dispute arises out of the reference
made by the Government of Puducherry vide G.O. Rt.
No. 103/AIL/Lab./T/2020, dated 13-10-2020 of the Labour
Department, Puducherry, to resolve the following
dispute between the petitioners and the respondent viz.,

(a) Whether the dispute raised by the Union
workmen represented by Sri Bharathi Mill Thozhilalar
Urimai Padukappu Sangam, Koundanpalayam,
Puducherry, against the management of M/s. Sri
Bharathi Mills (A Government of Puducherry
Undertaking), Mudaliarpet, Puducherry, over
regularization of Thiruvalargal K. Murugan,
D. Ilavarasan and Tmt. R. Saranya, is justified or not?
If justified, what relief the workmen are entitled to?

(b) To compute the relief if any, awarded in terms
of money if, it can be so computed?

2. Brief averments made in the claim Statement of
the petitioner:

The respondent Mills was indulged in spinning
and weaving of threads which are required for
manufacturing garments. The three petitioner

workmen Thiruvalargal Murugan, s/o. Kuppan, Saranya,
w/o. Saravanan and Ilavarasan, s/o. Datchinamoorthy,
were appointed by the respondent management for
the post of Driver, Accountant Assistant and Sales
Assistant on 25-03-2012, 09-10-2013 and 10-10-2013
respectively. All the petitioners were worked more
than 240 days in every year under the respondent
management till the year 2020. The respendent
management extracted the work from workers till 2020.
The respondent management fails to regularize the
services of the petitioners. The petitioner workers
were provided with Provident Fund coverage and ESI
coverage. The petitioners through their Union has
given representation to the Labour Officer (Conciliation)
on 13-08-2018. Since, no amicable settlement was
arrived between the parties to the dispute, the Labour
Officer (Conciliation) has submitted failure report,
dated 20-03-2020. All the three petitioners were
worked in the respondent management for about
240 days in every year. Though, there are post
permanently fell vacant in the respondent
management, the petitioners were not afforded an
opportunity to became permanent workers and their
services were not regularized. The respondent
management has utilized the services of the
petitioners for almost about 8 years and did not
chosen to regularize them. Hence, the petition is filed
to regularize the services of the three workers
(detailed in the Annexure).

3. Points for consideration:

(1) Whether the non-employment of the petitioners
Thiruvalargal Murugan, Ilavarasan and Saranya is
justified?

(ii) To what other reliefs, the petitioners are
entitled to?

4. Thiru K. Mohandas, was examined as PW1 and
through him proof affidavit was filed. On behalf of the
petitioner Union Ex.P1 to Ex.P18 were marked on the
petitioner side. Even after the grant of several
opportunities, the respondent was not turned up and
the respondent was set ex parte.

5. PW1 in his evidence deposed that the petitioners
are working with the respondent management from the
year 2012 in order to meet out the requirements of the
respondent management. The petitioners Thiruvalargal
Murugan, Saranya and Ilavarasan were appointed in the
year of 2012 and 2013. All the petitioners were worked
in the respondent management for more than 240 days
in each year from the date of their appointment till the
year 2020. The act of the respondent management in
not regularising the services of the petitioners are
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arbitrary, unlawful and not valid in law. There are several
permanent posts fell vacant in the respondent company.
However, the respondent management did not chosen
to regularise them, despite the fact that the petitioners
were worked with the respondent for the past 8 years.

6. The learned Counsel for the petitioners submit
that all the three individuals are represented through
the petitioner. On perusal of exhibits it will be clear that
the petitioners are worked with the respondent
management in various capacity for a long time. The
request of the petitioners to regularize the services does
not given effect by the management. Hence, the
petitioners were given representation to the Labour
Officer (Conciliation). Even before the Labour Officer
(Conciliation) the respondent has not appeared. The
respondent was not correct in not regularising the
services of the petitioners though they have put in
continuous services of 8 years. During which period,
all the petitioners were attended duty for more than 240
days in each year.

7. This Court has carefully considered the oral
submission made by the learned Counsel for the
petitioner. This Court has also considered the evidence
of PW1 and the Ex.P1 to Ex.P8 were marked through
PW1. The petitioners were appointed by the respondent
management on 25-03-2012, 09-10-2013 and 10-10-2013
respectively. According to the petitioners they were
worked in the services of the respondent management
for more than 240 days in each year. The work of the
petitioners is perennial in nature and the respondent has
continuously utilized the services of the petitioners for
about 8 years. The petitioners given representation to
the respondent management for regularising the
services which was not considered by the respondent.
It is learnt from the petitioners proof affidavit filed by
the PW1 that several permanent post were kept vacant
due to superannuation the same posts were not fell by
the respondent management.

8. The petitioners are served in the respondent
management for about 8 years and their services were
not regularized. The respondent management ought to
have regularized the services of the petitioners. Our
Hon’ble Apex Court and Our Hon’ble High Court
repeatedly held in number of decisions that the services
of the employee who has worked in a company for more
than 240 days and the nature of job is perennial in nature
their services needs to be regularized. Having
considered the above discussion, this Court is of the
considered opinion that the regularization of the
petitioners are justifiable.

9. In the result, the petition is allowed. The
respondent is directed to regularize the services of all
the three petitioner workmen from the date of their
eligibility for regularization. No costs.

Dictated to Stenographer, transcribed by him,
corrected and pronounced by me in the open Court, on
this 22nd day of November, 2021.

R. BHARANIDHARAN,
Presiding Officer,
Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, Puducherry.

List of petitioner’s witness:
PW.1 — 10-11-2021 Mohandas
List of petitioner’s exhibits:

ExPl — 06-02-2016 Xerox copy of the Office
Order issued by the
respondent to the petitioner
workman Murugan.

ExP2 — 20-01-2017 Xerox copy of the Certificate
issued by the respondent to
the petitioner workman

Murugan.
ExP3 — November Xerox copy of the Pay slip of
2016 the petitioner workman

Murugan.
ExP4 — 18-04-2019 Xerox copy of the Office

Order issued by the Nodal
Officer, Transport Management

to petitioner workman
Murugan.

ExP5 — 14-06-2018 Xerox copy of the
representation given by the
petitioner workman
Murugan to the respondent
management.

ExP6 — 31-07-2018 Xerox copy of the
representation given hy the
petitioner workman
Murugan to the respondent
management.

ExP7 — 11-11-2013 Xerox copy of the ESI

Identity Certificate of the
petitioner workman Saranya.

ExP8 — 14-10-2021 Xerox copy of the
Employees Provident Fund
member passbook of the
petitioner workman Saranya.
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Ex.P9

Ex.P10

Ex.P11

Ex.P12

Ex.P13

Ex.P14

Ex.P15

Ex.P16

Ex.P17

Ex.P18

November
2013

22-06-2015

06-07-2016

02-08-2018

November
2016

December
2013

06-07-2016

13-08-2018

20-03-2020

Xerox copy of the Pay slip of
the petitioner workman
Saranya.

Xerox copy of the
representation given by
the petitioner workman
Saranya to the respondent
management.

Xerox copy of the
representation given by
the petitioner workman
Saranya to the respondent
management.

Xerox copy of the
representation given by
the petitioner workman
Saranya to the respondent
management.

Xerox copy of the ESI

Identity Card of the
petitioner workman
Ilavarasan.

Xerox copy of the casual
wages of the petitioner
workman Ilavarasan.

Xerox copy of the PF
Contribution Statement of

the petitioner workman
Ilavarasan.

Xerox copy of the
representation given by the
petitioner workman
Ilavarasan to the

respondent management.

Xerox copy or the
representation given by the
petitioner representative
to the Labour Officer
(Conciliation), Puducherry.

Xerox copy of the failure
report submitted by the
Labour Officer (Conciliation)
Puducherry.

List of respondent’s witnesses: NIL

List of respondent’s exhibits: NIL

R. BHARANIDHARAN,
Presiding Officer,
Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, Puducherry.
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L&igGatfl LomBeoLd, eflededlIgnITIT ASMLDULEDT, £ _MiemeNuInm)l,
SmeTG SeTeTUSWILDLD6NT BHEUVSHTEOTLD, SITs: Shbhem6vor
Lieoeuems erevor 7 3/88b. /B&n.3/2017, mreT 21-03-2017-60r
cpeob BuiblésluLrL Sipmanaled &peler ugealssneLd
WprealenLbs Beneouled Brreudssliur (G albmbEns.

2. GmLi, SheoWSHEmS QFLDEMLDWINS BiTeuBa&LD OLITIHLG
8e1SInmIBTEN6D G(LPeNDE LBeons Caum| @b SmLi Sidsniflenw
BuILDeoTLD 615G BrreudliLg SeoTrlenDwinsg| 6TedTm)| SIFsmed
SHSLULGBDS!.

3. ereor@eu, 1972-8b Shevor®, YgECsM, SHg FOW
BmieuerThIseT FLLLD 4(1)-Spd WflefeTdLd euLpmisLILL BeTer
OlFsMIRIGEnaTs 5SS, LGHsEsI, QILIHHHemEv6UT SILDITEIT
Geuernevor Sipfleflwied FeweowsHe0 2 _gefl LWIDMIBHITS
ueoofl yfluj b Bap. Pp. FHBSINSTEOT SleUTHET, 2_MiEMEUWITD),
S\HETLIG SeTeTUHILDLDET CHEUESTITSHDNE FLDLISTLD OLIDTE
douy Sgasnflune Sigsned @ser cpeod [Bullbeorid
QFLwIILGSDTIT.

4. 8. . sHAINSIET, 2 sail LUNDMIBT, CILIIHHSHEWe06UT
smogregm Geauermevor Silefluied Bemeowid, LgsGsl Siauriger,
Cnsariu CeHeusneTeTsPHer BTeunsSHens, OHeT SHenFIL|LD,
SlemFIINE QFTHFHHHET DOMID BT S} 6)6T0THI&EThL 60T
ugsed 6l 60 & LD O [D B & ITeU 6D IT GSwelL @b sl
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&seuetlig g 6uTGEeu6voT(BLD.

5. 1972-8&p1b Spevo1®, LgIsCaill, Sbgl Lol Bmie)eoTHIGeT
&LLLD LDHMILD Sigett SLp SwippliLrL efdsers&L LG ALy
ogsndl, SmasCGanuiene Brieudss &LeMLDLILILLEUTTEUTH.
Gaid, fApLy sl senLiigss Geuevorigwl fleo wWpaHw
uetofise SGLp EBMBSSLILIL (BeTemeor.

(1) Gamniases 6FTHHLOTET ST LDEDEITSHET,
Canuiemens s&hmlujeter LMm&seT HMID C&Hmuled
GOTHBMENSH HTMT UTIHHD LDOMILD HFHHLD O&FILISHED
Bemeusenar 2 _6TemL&EW Q@ &b evorL 1l & 6w & ud ew eor
FMINS560 Geuevor@LD.

(ii) BetTOBTEMLIITEMTEEMTED BLDMEISTETEMLILIBLD LisTofisemer
BemmEaUDD (PP cLp&&L 60T FHBLIBHED Geuevor®BLD.

(iii) eeI6EUTIH QUIIBLSSDGLDTET 2_5B5F 6ure), O15606)
&600T8:(SE6MEIT LDIITE LDITG SMe0SSNG6T FLDMLILNSS60 BG61600T(BLD.

(iv) Gasmuied eurey, Q1566 &H6U0THGSHEN6T (PEDDIITES
up L& ged LbHMILD S1é 8600188 6m 60T S 600TBEE 6(H(LPEDMD
&H600TE:( LDDM)LD &JH6L,60855 FI6WD CLPEOLD 86001 &H6me 6151 ISH6m60
2_mi# aFwGeuetor(BLD.



