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ART # FHARY ZRT IHTAT 3dT Yd THT §3T FA US... I - fawga RAsdwor

1. fasqd fascwor

qgEg RAgia

01 IdH YA AfAATH & dgd ageit hl FHIHAT 3R vt hror

A rTar Tffe &t 4R 15(2) o I8d TR a1 facifard da- ! agel & forg smde 12 #éiA & Hiar forar ST
Y| BTetifeh, Afe HAARY Yerg HTARRY & UTe are Gergm sieft i ufehar & o gam o1, dt 38 &4 71 & fag
Tt ROl AFT ST, Tansen Sangeet Mahavidalaya v. Vikas Sharma (2025) |

02 3ffenfien faare srfafaay &Y «RT 33-C(2) oAt denrfcien 3R aTUeh IUT

ST TATET & UT FehTaT AT Y TUHT 3R et ot AT SIfAdR 8, 3R I8 SfIhR I Td i &y 12
HgH i gHger § @ifda ar afSta 7@t 8, H.P. State Forest Corporation v. Kusal Singh (2007) |

03 dd+ oh SRR H JaT AT 3R Gl old

AR AT WR 37 AT SR Far=gfi/VRS @y oft " dt et aRwTeT & nfa 8, o 87 I o /)
JfafAaw & dgd agelt §4a €, Avanish Chandra Varma v. Berger Paints India Ltd. (2019) |

04  YTTAHRUT I SAABR & chael Alderad da- (Actual Wages) deh Hifia g

7 T HAfAFEH & dgd Fged WeR! dhae ardfde dfdarie da- I R &R GedT 8, GH1fad da-
(potential wages) a1 3= fafRor &t faewfaat Siet swredt~es AT &1 981, Chhattisgarh Infrastructure

Development Corporation v. Keshav Prasad Shukla (2024) 1

05  URT33-C(2) & dgd Y arai a1 TSl o ol R A

¥ AT 39 YRT & dgd dhad Geh Ugdl § AU a1 AfdaiaTes ¥4 ¥ 9d "HIS[al f¥eR" (existing right) <t
YA R ThdT &; Tg G SAAHRI AT AAYIRT ST &1l sl goid gl ax GehdT, Kanpur Electricity Supply Co.
Ltd. v. Sri Sita Ram (2019) |

06 fAOteRT-shHRY Tee apt AeiRor

IRT 15 & dgd Mged UITART o U ASigd # dheld! a1 43t & Haifdd arat ok 379 g ut urifiies amgat
(incidental matters) @l a3 e o 31fAehR &, fTH Tar FaTTT a7 AaiedT-crram) gaer ant fAefRor oft anfae 8,
Alchemist Ltd. v. Dinesh Chandra Tripathi (2019) |

raraal 4 39 9 ang fkRar
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ART # FHARY GRT IHTAT IFT TF IHT T FA US... I - fawga RAsdwor

wdl = ATy H ated <raTed = T fRaT & foh da- agelt & o e 15 & dga dfera ufchar a1 g dhaat

g A wfreTeTa Saarsit & forg R o aear 8, 7 f g et (S8 e daw an
TEl /[Aq-aT | |eMteF) st 9 S o g (Kasturi and Sons (Private) Ltd. v. N.
Salivateeswaran (1958))| 8 AfaRed, TSt ot srdie et a1 rfdepR aHfees &4
Y FEfIa e iy IR Rk w7 o vidah aafermTd et & BRI oR (/. C. Jain v. R. A.
Pathak and Others (1960))1

3= ATy # Iea Tl = AT € foh 9T 17 & dgd STdie SRR & oh fog 10 7T deh o 9 JAA &
Rraar gd-SmT (pre-deposit) & 21 @t oty aRkfRfaat # fAfde frar S aehar & arfes sl &
JfARR &1 g4 7 8 (M/s Wearwell (India) Private Limited v. Falam Ahmed (2019))1

g1a &1 R BT & hadl d, S foh shetaal 3= =T 4 Mrinal Mazumder & Ors. v. The State of
West Bengal & Ors. (2024) ® Te fhar g fos afe svr=Ral = 7z agelt swrfare! (S
AfSRgE & THe fAsared) o SRTE ST ot arar g) [ohaT T, af 3 &g | ¥RT 33-C(2) & d8d
STST o foly =741 21aT 781 o Uehd, ifch Ig Ta-THe U= (constructive res judicata)
& dgd afsid ghm|

sifaoffa &= ar Farafrat

da-1 €fgar, 2019 (Code on Wages) T HTagIReh SIHTT

eI IUTNTRT = = GfgdT, 2019 & IR & UBT 8, adHH Ud @il IRUTHT H g8k ATagiRe feharaa & gy # g
3 TRieh fArETel JueTey Al & | ART fAsAwor ‘I o1 Afafa, 1936 ok ' sfienfie faame sifafmm, 1947' )
3reriRa g1

ardfier & forg e Y SrgeeTeaT

YRT 17 & d8d el GRR e <l 30 faHAT chl AT Srcfdies ok §; S=a arerd = /41 8 foh et 'ante’ 781 €,
3YfeTT ITch THET &RT 17 o dgd 3rdiel § <1 ol AT ahed o forg fiam SifafSas (Limitation Act) & &RT 5 oh1 @197 T8t foram
ST "endT (State of Uttaranchal v. District Judge, Nainital (2017))1

STRTfR AT kY gd-2red

Rt FRraterT & Rt A= o7 # & & Qg SMTURIfAeh ShRiaTal a deh [E ol hl ST Hehdll STal deh foh Uget URT 15
J&d s araT iR 7 fohar maT gt iR Tem Rt 3 3ueht Hedt 7 & 8 (S. Chandrasekaran v. The Joint Director,
Industrial Safety and Health (2023))|
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ART # FHARY GRT IHTAT IFT TF IHT T FA US... I - fawga RAsdwor

URfHe Heg ot UrafAehdr IR AuerT

I I AT & dgd g B! dwrdarieal # THIHHET SR ardl Sl fRRET (maintainability) S URfHe H&T st g
GAaTS & Ugel UTATHchdT W a9 fohar ST @1fgq (M/s Tata Pigments Limited v. The State of Jharkhand (2025))]
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ART # FHARY GRT IHTAT IFT TF IHT T FA US... I1 - wifafds grayarT

11. Gifdfeep U@em= s e

SECTION 15, PAYMENT OF WAGES ACT, 1936 — CLAIMS ARISING OUT OF DEDUCTIONS FROM WAGES OR DELAY
IN PAYMENT OF WAGES

g UG IUYd TR ol faeifad dd+ a1 3fdehd sheld! & Haifdrd aral sl grars SR fofa & & forg o smgert, sifien
TSI SRS a1 TiAeh $4d dTet SRR Siet urfdential et fger e SifdeR a1 81

"15. Claims arising out of deductions from wages or delay in payment of wages and penalty for
malicious or vexatious claims. - (1) the appropriate Government, may , by notification in the
Official Gazette, appoint (a) any Commissioner for Workmen's Compensation; or (b) any officer of
the Central Government exercising functions as, — (i) Regional Labour Commissioner; or (ii)
Assistant Labour Commissioner with at least two years' experience; or (c) any officer of the State
Government not below the rank of Assistant Labour Commissioner with at least two years
experience; or (d) a presiding officer of any Labour Court or Industrial Tribunal, constituted under
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 or under any corresponding law relating to the investigation and
settlement of industrial disputes in force in the State; or (e) any other officer with experience as a
Judge of a Civil Court or a Judicial Magistrate, as the authority to hear and decide for any specified
area all claims arising out of deductions from the wages, or delay in payment of the wages of
persons employed or paid in that area, including all matters incidental to such claims." 3gd:
Ambalal Sarabhai Enterprises Limited v. Kishor G. Salunke, S. Chandrasekaran v. The Joint
Director, Industrial Safety and Health, H.P. State Forest Corporation v. Kusal Singh, M/s Tata
Pigments Limited v. The State of Jharkhand, Avanish Chandra Varma v. Berger Paints India Ltd.,
State of Uttaranchal v. District Judge, Nainital

SECTION 22, PAYMENT OF WAGES ACT, 1936 — BAR OF SUITS

g UG &ramt STared! (civil courts) @t dd= aT eheldt i agelt & folg g+t JenadT G- & IUchdT & Ife AT Ugat 9
g dfaa g, aa forar S gent &, a1 39 SIfAfFam &Y 9T 15 & d8d STde & AT § Gl fohdT ST FehdT T

"22. Bar of suits. - No Court shall entertain any suit for the recovery of wages or of any deduction
from wages insofar as the sum so claimed — (a) forms the subject of an application under Section
15 which has been presented by the plaintiff and which is pending before the authority appointed
under that section or of an appeal under Section 17; or (b) has formed the subject of a direction
under Section 15 in favour of the plaintiff; or (c) has been adjudged in any proceeding under
Section 15, not to be owed to the plaintiff; or (d) could have been recovered by an application
under Section 15." 3gd: Ambalal Sarabhai Enterprises Limited v. Kishor G. Salunke, S.
Chandrasekaran v. The Joint Director, Industrial Safety and Health, H.P. State Forest Corporation v.
Kusal Singh, M/s Tata Pigments Limited v. The State of Jharkhand, Avanish Chandra Varma v.
Berger Paints India Ltd., State of Uttaranchal v. District Judge, Nainital
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ART # FHARY GRT IHTAT IFT TF IHT T FA US... I1 - wifafds grayarT

SECTION 5, PAYMENT OF WAGES ACT, 1936 — TIME OF PAYMENT OF WAGES
g UG 304, hR@M! a1 317 3feifien ufasmi # wriRd shraiiRal dl I dd & THI R TaH & oy denfie g
a1 RuiRa s=ar g1

"5. Time of payment of wages. - (1) The wages of every person employed upon or in — (a) any
railway, factory or industrial or other establishment upon or in which less than one thousand
persons are employed, shall be paid before the expiry of the seventh day."” 3gd: Ambalal Sarabhai
Enterprises Limited v. Kishor G. Salunke, S. Chandrasekaran v. The Joint Director, Industrial Safety
and Health, H.P. State Forest Corporation v. Kusal Singh, M/s Tata Pigments Limited v. The State of
Jharkhand, Avanish Chandra Varma v. Berger Paints India Ltd., State of Uttaranchal v. District

Judge, Nainital
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rrr. dd ﬁih?{fr 18 mah - el

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

10

11

12

qHEHT

Kasturi and Sons (Private) Ltd. v. N.
Salivateeswaran
ESCR010000281959

J. C. Jainv. R. A. Pathak and Others
ESCR010001031960

Bombay Dyeing & Manufacturing Co., Ltd.
v. The State of Bombay
ESCRO10000111958

H.P. State Forest Corporation v. Kusal Singh

HPHC010045832002

Ambalal Sarabhai Enterprises Limited v.
Kishor G. Salunke
GJHC240167362010

Alchemist Ltd. v. Dinesh Chandra Tripathi
UPHC010424112016

Mrinal Mazumder & Ors. v. The State of
West Bengal & Ors.
WBCHCA0450392024

M/s Tata Pigments Limited v. The State of
Jharkhand

JHHC010041572024

Tansen Sangeet Mahavidalaya v. Vikas
Sharma
HPHC010369682022

M|/s Wearwell (India) Private Limited v.

Falam Ahmed
DLHC010114182019

Chhattisgarh Infrastructure Development
Corporation v. Keshav Prasad Shukla
CGHC0100121602013

Avanish Chandra Varma v. Berger Paints
India Ltd.
JHHC010135552012
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GUJARAT

ALLAHABAD HIGH
COURT

CALCUTTA HIGH COURT

HIGH COURT OF
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HIGH COURT OF
HIMACHAL PRADESH

HIGH COURT OF DELHI
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JHARKHAND

Ty

1958

1960

1957

2007

2012

2019

2024

2025

2025

2019

2024

2019

III - uffa gwed

q&g fAoig

YA S T T IUTNT haet ga-FHefRa
Ry T et & ferg foham ST weha &1

i & srdfier sifdeR & forg AT gt
T} fRY Y YR ST ST 81
a1 A1 T 31fdes gia R g RAifee

&I o dgd agel! GeheHT €97 81

YRT 33-C(2) & dga fam foneht fafae
TEIHHT & 29 e § arer 9|

4RT 33-C(2) 3R 9RT 15 & dgd T/ da-

TRt i AT B R

YRT 15 UTfARRT ol fRaaar-se=mst ey
gfgd goft urifires qef @l aa e @
KiBeard

o qYeil Ufehdm 7 <TST 7 HiTH TR e
g1 &ran afsid g1

4RT 15(2) & dgd Tar ik fR/=ar &
URfYS e Ugel a7 g a1feyl

eTE UfehaT & T @ ol 9RT 15(2) 6 &
AThI g T SHROT AT

e gR e & forg 10 AT srgfRa Al
6 gd-sm 21 e i 7

Rt et Tfdercres ardfde da- 9a
R Gehd &, ShIcU-ch a1 G9Tfad dd- =gl

SR AT TR &g VRS IT GUeRRRUT ATH
off "IqT" & SRR A MAA §1

7/ 18



ART # FHARY GRT IHTAT IFT TF IHT T FA US...

13

14

15

16

17

18
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qHEHT

M|[s Wearwell (India) Private Limited v.
Praveen Kumar
DLHC010115652019

M/S Wearwell (India) Private Limited v.

Mustaq Hussain
DLHC010115342019

S. Chandrasekaran v. The Joint Director,

Industrial Safety and Health
HCMAG11113462021

State of Uttaranchal v. District Judge,
Nainital
UKHC010106292006

M|/s Wearwell (India) Private Limited v.
Shambhu Prasad
DLHC010114072019

Kanpur Electricity Supply Co. Ltd. v. Sri Sita

Ram
UPHC010192972004

B iEic:

qraraa

HIGH COURT OF DELHI

HIGH COURT OF DELHI

MADRAS HIGH COURT

HIGH COURT OF

UTTARAKHAND

HIGH COURT OF DELHI

ALLAHABAD HIGH
COURT

ay

2019

2019

2023

2017

2019

2019

III - uffa gwed

g fvfa

St gg A T A ST oY o Shaet
greafaes I ST A Y Fe

10 AT 9IRS @l et & ga-sm e
Y e R B &l |

I o1 SifAfATH & dgd sruRTe &
T &g ORI 15 <1 gd Ufehar Siasden|

YRT 17 & dgd o1l & & A & forg
Siffae Y arT 5 AL RN

STt &5f A o g arafdes & da &
AT gt Sifant 71 T

gRT 33-C(2) &1 SRR haed Hisfal AIHR
ek HfAd B, 7Y ATl 2ral deh el
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ART # FHARY GRT IHTAT IFT TF IHT T FA US... IV - g&gH &7 g

IV

01

02

. waﬂ-m 18 &¥ wgd

Kasturi and Sons (Private) Ltd. v. N. Salivateeswaran

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1958-03-19 - 1958 INSC 19

gg " Working Journalists (Conditions of Service) and Miscellaneous Provisions Act, 1955 &Y Section 17 & dgd
iferrat Y et ¥ Heifdd 1 Goh TR = 31U+ gd fAdierdT & da SR 317 &7 A o T o foly I8 TREAR & U1 31maed
foraT 1| =amaTera 7 fofa fean {3 Section 17 &1 Ig=a faanfed gt @ fAvfg (adjudicate) <A1 7@l 8, dfeh I8 Shad Ugad &
fAufRa (adjudicated) fr &t ageft & forg Ten ufthar UM @t &1 <maTerd 3 et fs aft legislature a1 g=1eT fanfed arat 6
STl & & BiaT, df a8 UTfehRY <hl TTasdeh =aTRieh rfeRkidl UeT e, STt 39 i A ol &1 18 ¢ 1 31d:, Afée miderd & urg arat
& TUT-GY TR YT ohe T his ATIRR & T8l 8l

frofa IR A ST foha s Siffmm &t &RT 17 o1 I3 dhaet 33 i At agelt & forg ger dehiof df vem T g, 7
faarfea grat & or-atw W =1fies fFofa s afe grar farfea & ofk ugd @ foredt @em da g1 aa =16l fovar mam &, at ey 17
T UTfARRY 39 R Aol T81 & Tepd

“Where any money is due to a newspaper em ployee from an employer under any of the provisions ... 4
S.C.R. SUPREME COURT HEPORTS 5 :e of this Act, whether by way of compensation, z958 gratuity or
wages, the newspaper employee may, . without prejudice to any other mode of recovery, make. M/s.
(P[(a.stulr1] eLndd .. ,ons riva e t an apphcat.10n to the State Government for the reco- v. « very of the
money d.ue to him, and if the State Shri N. Salivatees waran and Another ment may specify in this behalf
is satisfied that any . - money is so due, it shall issue a certificate for (hat GaJelld.-agadkar J. amount to
the collector and the collector shall proceed to recover that amount in the same manner as an arrear of

land revenue.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1958 Hid ESCRO10000281959

J. C. Jain v. R. A. Pathak and Others
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1960-01-12 - 1960 INSC 3

g AT Payment of Wages Act, 1936 @&t Section 17(1)(a) & dgd fAgtedr (employer) & st o & SifderR & Tafdd &1

T = I e foRaT fah 'the total sum directed to be paid' @7 312 & foh afg fonelt Yaret smale (single application) TR at
3 STAGH] ohl AT et A 300 T T A T T e bl G e STt , ot et &t sTiter st ol 1R TTd 81

frofa  JSIAH YRITTT = AT foh TRfeeh AT Yehel SATAGHT & GHeh o ATH! A (Uil a1 iR IF Fel Jedt A & 7 giar
& Foigeh Tar a1 srmesr e st feam mar 81 39 1 & HedTurehR) I2AT i e H @ §Y ISRAT & FHS ST ARG
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ART # FHARY GRT IHTAT IFT TF IHT T FA US... IV - g&gH &7 g

“The Act has been passed in 1936 with a view to regulate the payment of wages to certain classes of
persons employed in industry. Section 15(1) of the Act authorises the State Government by notification in
the official Gazette to appoint any Commissioner for W orkrnen's Compensation or other officer with
experience as a Judge of a Civil Court or as a stipendiary Magistrate to be the authority to hear and
decide for any specified area all claims arisingeout of deductions from the wages, or delay in P.ayment of
wages of persons employed or paid in that area.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1960 Ha ESCRO10001031960

03 Bombay Dyeing & Manufacturing Co., Ltd. v. The State of Bombay

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1957-12-20 - 1957 INSC 116

Tg AT 'Bombay Labour Welfare Fund Act, 1953" &l aenfe dear & defda g1 sifafaes & agd Fatearstt &t s
FHIFATRAT ¥ aget 7Y S SR 'unpaid accumulation’ (3 STt 9 TTeT deh AT A fohy ST o SRUT FehTAT 3§ TTY) chl TRGBRT
THeTITUT SIS B STHT ehed oh folT ohgl 7T 7| ATfRiehTehdt o 394 Gfaem & Article 31(2) 3R Article 19(1)(f) T Seeie Samar|
=maTerd A Aok & f 'unpaid accumulation' @t <t st Tuf § ofk 38 fom foneht IRa agawn a1 gamest & o=a g
ST hT SRIdeAeh &1 gTeTifch, hHaTal & agcl MY JAM ol STHT e Feieft TTae= l =rarera = de |71, Faifer Aatan
3Tk folU Shael Ueh o) & ¥ H o1 ahdl &

frofa ITITTT o ¥ fohar foh afe ford) et &t aa= sifafRam & dgd RaiRa denfAes diar (awpreli= £200) & sifdes g, ot
Y W A Y AfAfrad i dfeed FArg g 787 et | 38 Arel # shrart G et s & dad i a¥ i
GHGHAT & HIdR aGeit el YehaHT TR &R HehdT 8l

“Under s. 5, the wages have to be paid before the expiry of ten days after the last day of the wage period
in case of employees who continue in service and in the case of those whose employment has been termi
nated, within- the second working day of such termination. 11as SUPIU<:ME COURT REPORTS [1958] in:;1
Section J 5 provides that where am unauthorised deduction iBombay Dyoing 4' has been made from the
wages of an employed person or pay. Manufacluring ment of wages has been delayed, such person may
apply to Oo.,Ltd. m « the authority appointed under the Act for a direction for pay- ~ ht Statg o/
Bomliay,..d 01,,.,,. payment of the amount deducted or the delayed wages, as the V enb:Haranet1 Aiyar J.
case may be, together with payment of compensation. Such application has ro be made within six
months from the date on which the deductions were made or the date on which the payment of wages
became due, and by Act No. 62 of 1953 of the Bomb~ Legislature, the period of six months has been
enlarged to one year.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1957 Hd ESCRO10000111958

o4 H.P. State Forest Corporation v. Kusal Singh
HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2007-05-14 - CWP/1463/2002

g ATHET Goh Sifen fare € Heifdd & STgf siffienl = Sehrr Jeigdt &t ageh o forg Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 &t Section 33-
C(2) & aga Labour Court # 3rae fhar 1| arfeptenal (H.P. State Forest Corporation) @t adh T fk siffient it Payment
of Wages Act, 1936 & dgd =1fAd TRt & U ST =nfgq o1 $iR A ueger e gt o1 =marerd 3 39 dh al @ISt
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ART # FHARY GRT IHTAT IFT TF IHT T FA US... IV - g&gH &7 g

fear ofk wnfud =l AT o garen &d gy Mok fear fas Section 33-C(2) & dgd Labour Court @1 3ifdiehR &5 Payment of
Wages Act gRT afsid 981 §1 =rarerd 4 Labour Court & 39 TG el sRepvR @ forad (A ot siffient &t Hoigdt l i e
& forg ITRerdt sgRmar M ATl

Rrofa  =ATATAT A AT foh A= o7 Sifafaam &t oy 15, sitenfiens faame srfafaem 6 art 33-C(2) & dgd s =mrred &t
TG R0fererdi ol gl B! 81 39k SifaRad, URT 33-C(2) & d8d aTaT &R &R chl s deTf-eh THIHAT a7 78! §, 9I0d ardT
3T Tg & iR fohar mam 8l

“Section 33 C(2)-Where any workman is entitled to receive from the employer any benefit which is
capable of being computed in terms of money, the amount at which such benefit should be computed
may, subject to any rules that may be made under the Act, be determined by such Labour Court as may
be specifie d in this behalf by the appropriate Government, and the amount so determined may be
recovered as provided for in sub-s. (1).."

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2007 Ha HPHC010045832002

o5 Ambalal Sarabhai Enterprises Limited v. Kishor G. Salunke
HIGH COURT OF GUJARAT - 2012-08-31 - SCA/8617/2010

gg "\ Industrial Tribunal & Qe Siafe ST @t gHIdT &3 § Tafda g, fSa ahut ot srot Jufxy fiRdt wem ik == & fag
Tribunal &t Srgafa @7 a1 Fder fam mar o) faare shuit gRT S1o=t sheniRal et ST dd+ 7 & 3R Jufial &l &Y €9 8 7
TEF T I F fRyeprrat w smenRa w11 arfAdrerdta (dhut) 3 ad faar fa Section 33-A of the Industrial Disputes Act,
1947 & dgd fARRId T SR 1 Teld AT Rifch company = Iad ATATTH St URT 33 T Iewtad gl [chdll ATl I TR =

A R GAGTS &d g company gRT & T8 383efeht & SR WR Tribunal & 3MEST i Ferd wU ek f&am

frofa  T[ORTd I IR A AT foh hHeTRAT ehl SehrAT € AT Hifgeh AT <l agfelt & forg sitenfiies fare sifafam & ar
33-C(2) & d8d T TU T YRR U &1 I rar Hffam & ey 15 oft & a1 sfdgpa weiet i fRafa 7 e fafre
3R s faror & ueH et gl

“Remedy for recovery of any money or benefit which is capable of being computed in terms of money is
provided to the workman under section 33C(2). Section 33-C-(1) and (2) reads as under:- “Section 33C:
Recovery of money due from an employer (1) Where any money is due to a workman from SCA/
8617/2010 20/57 JUDGMENT an employer under a settlement or an award or under the provisions of
[Chapter VA or Chapter VB], the workman himself or any other person authorized by him in writing in
this behalf, or, in the case of the death of the workman, his assignee or heirs may, without prejudice to
any other mode of recovery, make an application to the appropriate Government for the recovery of the
money due to him”

HIGH COURT OF GUJARAT - 2012 Ha GJHC240167362010

o6 Alchemist Ltd. v. Dinesh Chandra Tripathi

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2019-12-04 - WRIC/21892/2016
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Ig "m\aT Payment of Wages Act, 1936 & dgd aRR ardl &l foaruftaar @ Sefda g1 shrart 3 Asiedl & 9T & fag simde
foran o1, Stafes fAaterTT (Petitioner) = aeh fea foh et < YaTd uge & AT <l 5T geht off, safayg ag Artern 39 sifdfaaq &
JfRR &= # F&l 3mar| Prescribed Authority = 39 fdaTe @t 97 &et & folg ShRfarg! SRt 3@+ ot STIeeT feam 11 I=a =amare A
Ig ToE fohat fo Section 15 & dgd Fgaa mfder & U Aoigd & st a1 38 & e arat ofik 398 92 weft urifives At
(incidental matters) et G- T caTdeh iR & 8, [ Fataar-arar dee s ko off enfae gt Gerdr 81

frofa =ATATed A gfe < ok sifafaam &t a1 15 & dga Mge Wit & ure 3d+ 9 SHfAehd sheldl 3R faeid & araf &
ry-grY gft smeRfen ik Urdfies A (incidental matters) @t a8 &=+ @l 2T SMYeR §, s a7 gorfey ar
friaar-prart I o1 Rafzor oft nfae &1

“Section 15 of the Act, 1936 provides for filing of claims arising out of deductions from wages or delay in
payment of 7 wages. This section not only provides the forum but also pr ovides the remedy for non-
payment of wages, whether by way of deductions or delay. The authority under the Act for the purposes
of hearing and deciding the claims under Section 15 is ap pointed by the appropriate Government by
notification in the Officia 1 Gazette.”

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2019 i UPHC010424112016

07 Mrinal Mazumder & Ors. v. The State of West Bengal & Ors.

CALCUTTA HIGH COURT - 2024-12-03 + MAT/1765/2024

g AT TRAehTehatan (hHaTial) gRT Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 & dgd Teita & d&d UT Skt ofTaT= # &3 & forg
=TT I AT T efdd g1 =rarerd 3 T o arfiererdian 3 el st srfard) (S Magistrate & awet fAwime Amer ok &t
Revisional Applications) & &aTsT T g1aT a1 fohaT T, 39Tl I8 &TaT 'constructive res judicata’ 3k Order II Rule 2 of the
CPC & Rigidl & dgd afsid g1 =amarera 3 e fhar fah Industrial Disputes Act & SITST & @b his UTaY 8] g 3R a8 s

(Act of 1947) AR B W AR <A1 & Rigid AN 8! g1d | TRUMTEEY, e = 3dte ht @1iest & fear iR arfenrerd st &
T3 I I chl UTehdT ST GEUINT AT

frofa  hefehdl Jed IR = ¥ foha fa sfenfires faare sifafeam, 1947 # aemman Af & fTa@ # &8 IR 1eT U & &
s fafre uraym 781 &1 59 e, afe erart 3 fUse afcree a1 =fies erfarfedl & vt & Ji gi o off, at =T
U= (constructive res judicata) & dgd 09T AT a1 | afStd gt ST 81

“The said case appears to have been filed three years after receipt of the principal amount of payment.
The Tribunal, without addressing the issue of delay or the earlier proceeding instituted by the
petitioners, went on to hold that he has no power under the 1947 act to order any payment of dues under
a settlement within the meaning of the Act.”

CALCUTTA HIGH COURT - 2024 Ha WBCHCA0450392024

os M/s Tata Pigments Limited v. The State of Jharkhand

HIGH COURT OF JHARKHAND - 2025-08-27 - WPC/658/2024
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g AT Payment of Wages Act, 1936 o dgd wifed sRiare! el fRARET (maintainability) ¥ S&fed &1 arfcieptenal = Dy.
Labour Commissioner & THel I 6! chiddTel § Yeh URIHh MU (preliminary objection) 3aTs off, fore mifdeert = sifaw
ol & ary AR e T siéer feam o1 I=a =araTera = uat &t dgAfa & are s faar o iRt st 7 swrfard! | st se &
Uget 39 URfNeh Sl a1 fAYeRT o 'preliminary issue' & ¥4 # A1 A18Q| =TT = ATf<ichIchd! i T8 HeT wifad shriare!
3B Y A & 3R Feifdrd ot et aft uart ot g 39 R fAufg o ot srméer Senr afient a1 fAaror e fea

frofa AT A el ht FgAfd § g A& e o 3a= oram sifafaam &t amr 15(2) & Iga gwaian $iR grat & fRRar
(maintainability) ¥ URf%e qef ot & sriare! § oM ag ¥ Uge 'preliminary issue' & & & a3 fawar s @nfgql

“Provided that every such application shall be presented within 1 [twelve months] from the date on
which the deduction from the wages was made or from the date on which the payment of the wages was
due to be made, as the case may be: Provided further that any application may be admitted after the said
period of 1 [twelve months] when the applicant satisfies the authority that he had sufficient cause for not
making the application within such period.”

HIGH COURT OF JHARKHAND - 2025 Hia JHHC010041572024

oo Tansen Sangeet Mahavidalaya v. Vikas Sharma

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2025-03-12 - CMPMO0/544/2022

g HIHET FehtaT A= h T oh folg SRR <l 718 ATfent | 'Limitation' I I&a 4T & ST 81 ATfenrehd st (Employees) =
Payment of Wages Act, 1936 & dgd 31U sepr MR & forg smde forar o, e et sierera 3 12 78 &t fAuiRa safdr &
e gRR R a1l Employees 7 d feam fas @ uget Labour-cum-Conciliation Officer & Uiy ST 6l shifR1er & 3@ &1 3T
AT A AT R et STaTeld o UTe €T 15 & d8d &<t o HIth et ol YRR &1 =ITerd = ahgl foh 'Welfare legislation' &
Teh-iichl SATERT UR =TI Y g1 AehT ST TehdT SR Tfeh sHaRt IRd &0 & Labour Officer & THet srfarg! & aoa &, gafoay 38
Y HIh AT Tet g1 daIIR, I ARITerd = ATt @Wiet o fa

frofa I AT = AT {36 Faift 9T 15 & dga W1 safer 12 784 8, «ifeh a8 quf aR 787 81 shedureht s 811 &
1d, fe HAAR gl 5 YRR T GoIg HTARRY & THET AU B TR o, df 39 319 SRUT & YR TR & &t
&RATYdeh HIt fohaT ST A8

“The limitation provided for preferring a petition for unpaid wages is 12 months from the date when the
payment of wages became due. 9. Admittedly in this case, the petition was filed by the respondents
before the prescribed authority beyond prescribed period. 10. However, the aforesaid bar is not absolute.
The prescribed authority has been vested with jurisdiction to admit such petition beyond the period of 12

months in case the applicant satisfies that he had sufficient cause for not making the petition within such
period.”

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2025 |id HPHC010369682022

10 M/s Wearwell (India) Private Limited v. Falam Ahmed

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2019-02-20 + W.P.(C)/1700/2019
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g AT Payment of Wages Act, 1936 o dgd UTRd Yeh STIGRT i THIdT o & Heildd g, fS/aH petitioner @t respondent
(workman) @l T d= 3R I8 10 THT o aRTeR HRY AT 9= el Ader fear mar ami Petitioner 3 deh far foh
Memorandum of Settlement & dgd shad daT i FRa=aT (continuity of service) TR Fgafd st o, 7 fh I FTdH R, SR
Section 17 & d&d 31dleT TRR A & forg STAT &Y gt AfA STHT AT Yeh shoR 21t oft | =amarerar =t /71 136 10 71 JAA e Fder

SR ATI YT A petitioner &l A8d &d §Y AT & {3 a8 dhaet ST dd= STHT &ech Appellate Authority & a9t it
TRA e FehdT & SR JAT i M STHT Tz Y arearan & ge &

Rrofa AT A a1 < foh aeft &Rt 17 & dgd o1l & forg ot 1Ry St e sifAard 8, fiRe off srareror oRfRfaat &
(S STt 10 AT SR SATT T T4 ), 399 e o Ui gd-ofAT (pre-deposit) i 21 i chad Je &7 1T dh
AT e 3R A & ST & ge 37 i Al B

“The said appeal would be considered by t he Appellate Authority on merits without insisting on pre
-deposit of the penalty amount.”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2019 Ha DLHC010114182019

11 Chhattisgarh Infrastructure Development Corporation v. Keshav Prasad Shukla

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2024-07-08 - WPL/186/2013

g ATHAT Uoh hHART gRT Payment of Wages Act, 1936 @ &RT 15(3) & dgd da- fHaRuT (pay fixation) &t A7 & Te&fdd g1
IR A 1981 9 39w ad+ fRerfzor & fagerfa & grar fohar o, fS9 Labour Court 3R Industrial Court = TR & foram o
S =ararerd = fofg fean o Payment of Wages Act & dgd mifliesior & U dhadt dfdgiees da- (actual wages) a8 e &
SR g, 7 foh Fefad aa+ (potential wages) &1 I weart a8 Rig went d fathet 81 foh 39+ aa= s i ReRar &
YR R I+ U & g it Ads R fong €, saforg =amarera = Pl srererd] & smaar &t 38 o feam

Rrofa BTG Ied YRATeRd A AT foh A YiTar SifafAgd & dgd derd WfAeR el had ardfdeh U ¥ HgAd didareid
dd+ (actual contractual wages) FUiRa e 3R IT ™ @7 IfdaR &1 TRt Fefaa da (potential wages) A
U IAfd/dd SITART & dgd AT grdi ot fHefRor 98t e Tehdr|

“the authority has jurisdiction to determine what the terms of contract between the parties are, and if
the terms of the contract are admitted and the only dispute is whether or not a particular employee falls
within one category or another, that would be incidental to the decision of the main question as to what
the terms of the contract are, and that precisely is the nature of the dispute between the parties in the

present case.”

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2024 |9 CGHC010012102013

12 Avanish Chandra Varma v. Berger Paints India Ltd.

HIGH COURT OF JHARKHAND - 2019-08-22 - WPC/2320/2012

gg #AaT Voluntary Retirement Scheme (VRS) & dgd darfAght el & sd & Heifrd o11 anfeererdl 3 arar forar fos sa
VRS & dgd &It f&ar T, Stafch Ut et deh AT foh 31T Yeh 3ieiT 'ty dehet' & dad ATl fRerelt srererd! = 38 ufefiar
(limitation) 3fR estoppel & IR TR @RS = fear T
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13

14

s  SIRES Iod AT = FefRa forar fos Tar &t wanfea a1 Wisde Garfgft aier (VRS) & d&d &1 guaenor are off
"dqT" Rl I TRWTST & I8d STd 8| 31d: hHdRT 3 Sehral hl It o foIg T UfehaT Al TERT o Tk &1

“From perusal of the above definition of wages, it is evident that anything payable on consideration of
the employment i.e. the service s rendered by the employee are covered under the definition of wages.
Any separation benefits are also covered. Special procedure has been prescribed under the Act, over and

above the general law.”

HIGH COURT OF JHARKHAND - 2019 |d JHHC010135552012

M/s Wearwell (India) Private Limited v. Praveen Kumar
HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2019-02-20 - W.P.(C)/1765/2019

g AT Payment of Wages Act, 1936 o dgd UTIRd Qeh STIGRT i AT o & Haidd g, fSiaH Petitioner @t Respondent &t
FehTaT A 3R I8k 10 AT & SRISR WY AT bl ol [Ader f&am mar ami Petitioner 3 & f&ar fh d&fda Memorandum of

Settlement & STAT T UTaeT @l o7 3R Section 17 & dgd 3Tl TRR & o folg SAT afgd O3 1fA STHT T 98 i 81

I ATaTerd A Petitioner &t gd &d gy e faar fos a srdiet arr At & foig charel srehram = et iRy 57T e 3R Appellate

Authority @ famT AR & fA STAT SHearq S7dfted et T[UT-a1Y & STUR TR G Al ST e

frofa AT A GA: G &Y foh &RT 17 & dgd i ST areft srdiet #, afe wifdrert gR1 @vman wam 10 41 JAfAT srafdes ok
TUH gEAT 3R 8, df Re AR & dgd =amarerd srdieiehal el hael Hel Sehran dd- o1 H-f3uifsic oA &Y e < TahrdT 81

“The said appeal would be considered by t he Appellate Authority on merits without insisting on pre

-deposit of the penalty amount.”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2019 Ha DLHC010115652019

M/S Wearwell (India) Private Limited v. Mustaq Hussain
HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2019-02-20 - W.P.(C)/1740/2019

gg "HaT Payment of Wages Act, 1936 o dgd TR Ueh SITaST &l FHIdT & & Haifdd g1 uifdeh) 3 Petitioner @t
Respondent & fIq srehrar a1 3R 39 WR 10 THAT JAMT 9= a1 fAdsr faar «mi Petitioner 3 aeh féar f& Memorandum of
Settlement & J&d SehtaT A T ITGLT ol AT 3R Tt S1Rae et o forg St afgd o f a1 pre-deposit ST &<
A hfEA AT Iz ArTerd = 7T 3R 10 AT FAFAT 1T SR AT =Terd 3 Petitioner @t g fean ik ag dhaet arafas
FehTaT I STHT FXch Appellate Authority 3 THeT STdiet TR & 3fR STAT el 1A & gd-ST (pre-deposit) @ sifariar &t
HIth R fe

Frofa =ITATT = GIgTAT foh ORT 15(3) & d8d STRITUT 9RY STAT (10 A7) @t STdiiet o Gd-STHT {1 o hoR a9 g & T
gehd g, ST ordter v demfaien S1fierR fARefer T 591
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16

“Accordingly, in the peculiar facts of the case, the petitioner is granted liberty to approach the appellate
authority under th e Act by depositing only the actual wages found due to the responde nt under the
impugned order. The said appeal would be considered by t he Appellate Authority on merits without

insisting on pre -deposit of the penalty amount.”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2019 Fa DLHC010115342019

S. Chandrasekaran v. The Joint Director, Industrial Safety and Health
MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2023-08-21 - CRL O0P/19677/2021

Tg Ame Payment of Wages Act, 1936 3fk Tamil Nadu Payment of Wages Rules, 1937 & dgd Jeeiad o SIRIGH & Taferd
21 Uoh shREM o fR1er01 & &RM, respondent 3 da= iTa # &3 ok Repre Taz@ma # &t urg | Petitioner, STt fah shut &1 g
HfARRY &, = 7 STRIYT ol g dh &d gY FrleiT & fh siffienl 7 sy ggare &1 off, 56y 3 3 & §haR 18! ¥, 3R 3= aeheiichl
gt a1 aTers féRar mar uT1 Petitioner @l ek AT foh I8 S7UAT Ut 3@ o1 IR SR 81 T AT SR SRt ufshar &t uter el
B3| <YTATeTg A & SMURTTEeR AT hi g e i Arfeiehl TR AR

frofa  HETY Ied IR A AT foh dd= o7rar Stfafaam &t &Ry 21 & dgd, fonedt Fatert & e sifvratsr ar smorifdes
A 9 deh ol (I ST HehdT STel Teh foh Uge! YRT 15 o dgd ohlg STae gui a1 3ifeh ®U § WiehR = fohar T gt 8k
e TR 3 Sifvats &6t wed 9 8

“No Court shall take cognizance of a complaint against any person for an offence under sub- Page 14 of
19 https://www.mhc.tn.gov.in/judis Crl.0.P.N0s.19677 & 20044 of 2021 unless an application in respect of
the facts constituting the offence has been presented under section 15 and has been granted wholly or in
part and the authority empowered under the latter section or the appellate Court granting such

application has sanctioned the making of the complaint.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2023 Ha HCMAG11113462021

State of Uttaranchal v. District Judge, Nainital

HIGH COURT OF UTTARAKHAND - 2017-07-26 - WPMS/639/2006

g AT Payment of Wages Act, 1936 & dgd aRR SiUtel el I0g-THT (limitation) & Teifda g1 =amarer 3 gg fFAafRa faear
fe eRIT Section 17 & dgd 3rdiel GR &< | g3 &3 @t Limitation Act & Section 5 & dgd |1t fohal ST ehdT &1 =R = TE
forar foh Payment of Wages Act T fasiw &g (special statute) &, R dfch 398 &3 il AT &3t 1 IS UTGeT™ 6l 8, S
Limitation Act & Section 5 @1 1% T8I @] A& gtar| =rTer = 7747 {36 fEsger 'Court' &t uRvmar & 781 o, gafog 38 &t
AThY T Rgia Tt AL el 81 39 SR WR, =TT = Re arfet sl @iier s feam ofk et =amarera & Sieer st Tl Sgwm|

frofa  ITRIGS I=T AT 3 iR v fas arr 17 & Jga ordter & forw RafRa 30 =1 Y gwaeiar sradd shok 8, 3R
e srfafaas (Limitation Act) @t &R 5 @t fRigid 38 dga srdiet # g3 &3 @l AT e & forg o 181 gl arilfen feegaer
T EarT 3eTerd gl gl
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“The Allahabad High Court in a judgment reported in 1997 (76) FLR page 354 in the case of U.P.State
Electricity Board and 7 th Additional District Judge, Faizabad and others in its para-3 has held that the
Courts created within the meaning of Section 4 and 5 of the Limitation Act will not include Tribunal as
Tribunal is not a Court within Section 4 and 5 and thus for the said purp ose the provision of Section 5 of

the Limitation Act in appeals under Section 17 would not be applicable.”

HIGH COURT OF UTTARAKHAND - 2017 Hia UKHC010106292006

M/s Wearwell (India) Private Limited v. Shambhu Prasad
HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2019-02-20 - W.P.(C)/1698/2019

Tg AHe Payment of Wages Act, 1936 & dgd UTiRd Udh 3M1esT § H&fd g, fSia# Petitioner &t Respondent @ SR da—
3R 3G 10 TAT o aRTeR JAR T YA e a1 fAder fem mar «mi Petitioner 3 ach f&ar f& Memorandum of Settlement #
A I T IS UTTLT g AT R AT I A T pre-deposit AT dgd Shis &1 I —IrATerd 3 AT fob a1t WRY AfA a1
AT T SR AT =raTerd A Petitioner @t s fea fos ag SpAf &t 1 S fohg fom chaet Het srepman dae ST aveh
Appellate Authority & THeT 3T SRR SR | =TT = AT Y IHgdT IR 1S feuoft 7t i iR hae srdiet afae se it
UfehaTcHeh 6 TaT |

frofa ool Sod ATITerd = 39 AT 7 ot glgxmn o afe srdier 3 forg denfaes ST (pre-deposit) Y <1 & dgd 10 T[T
AT RAT SR AR 8, dF AT <A1 o ATUeh fed | 3% chael aRdideh SehiiT dd- o STHT deh YITHd e FehdT g

“Accordingly, in the peculiar facts of the case, the petitioner is granted liberty to approach the appellate
authority under th e Act by depositing only the actual wages found due to the respond ent under the
impugned order. The said appeal would be considered by t he Appellate Authority on merits without

insisting on pre -deposit of the penalty amount.”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2019 Hid DLHC010114072019

Kanpur Electricity Supply Co. Ltd. v. Sri Sita Ram
ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2019-08-21 - WRIC/28553/2004

Ig "= Labour Court gRT Section 33-C(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 & dgd UTRd 3T & AT grR &t 718
gTfrent & Tefdd g1 faare gan darga sHart gRT $1u= GPF Sfi7a # &3 & foIg =amst dhl AT ol eieh 11 =araTerd 3 ura foh
WA H & HHAR RT 3T BIH SHT &t H g3 ATuRaTs! o YT g8 oft, 7 & ueie & sroT| 38eh sifaRem, =marerd 3 we
fora foh Section 33-C(2) T &RRT 39 UehR & TS &Ta1 deh [T @1 81T & | Actsld, =TaTerd = &TST o ST T 38T T e
&, gretifen SiafRe sméer & dgd uga & ST i 8 i ot Jrfera w@r mam

frofa  SATEIETE 3o AT = AT fob 3itenfies faame sifaffam &t arr 33-C(2) & dgd arar hadt U gt @ fReilRa ar
Gfderate ®U & 97 "Hiser sif¥eR" (existing right) & dgd & a1 ST TehdT &1 39 Ugdt T SifAuiRa sarst a1 9 i &t
o gl fohaT ST TehdTl
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“The claim under that provision must be restricted to an existing right duly adjudged or provided for.

The claim for interest clearly fell beyond the pale of the concerned provision.”

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2019 i UPHC010192972004

A TfHTOT

g 9T Vitark Al gRT 9rasii-ies U T Iuetsy fofa} 3k Suziirendt o Usi & SMUR IR dOR fhar a1 1 I8 chaet Ra< 9grdT & folg § ik
AT Teg (legal advice) =18t g1 frdlt off filing, opinion, T correspondence & IUTRT & & uget A+ case citations, holdings iR
quotations &t g fAUfa (source judgment) & fovg W= ¥4 T T fohar ST A1R2Y |
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