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Clarifications

Case: Navrang Workers’ Union v. Navrang Industries Pvt. Ltd.

These clarifications are issued in response to queries raised by participants regarding the factual and legal
interpretation of the Moot Court Proposition. All interpretations are based solely on the facts provided and are

intended to ensure uniform understanding among all teams.

1. Nature of Textile Manufacturing
Navrang Industries Pvt. Ltd. operates a spinning and weaving unit at Ratnapur. This indicates production of
cotton or blended yarn and woven fabric. As the proposition does not specify the exact category of textile,

participants may assume it is a general textile manufacturing unit engaged in spinning and weaving of fabrics.

2. Public Utility Service Status
Although no notification by the Government is annexed, the proposition explicitly states that the management
declared Navrang Industries Pvt. Ltd. to be a public utility service. This statement is to be treated as an
uncontested fact for moot purposes, implying prior notification under Section 2(n) read with Section 22 of
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Participants should proceed on the assumption that the company has been

duly notified as such.

3. Nature of Work of Contract Workers

The 100 contract workers were engaged 'to continue operations' during the strike, implying that they
performed the same or substantially similar work as the striking permanent employees engaged in production

activities.

4. Duration of Engagement of Contract Workers

The Industrial Tribunal’s award described their engagement as temporary and directed the management to
phase them out. This indicates that their engagement was limited to the strike period and did not constitute

permanent employment.
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5. Duration of Strike and Engagement
The strike began on 1st November 2023. While the exact end date is not mentioned, the Tribunal’s award
dated 15th March 2024 implies that the strike occurred and concluded within that timeframe. Contract

workers were engaged for the same duration as the strike to maintain operations.

6. Status of Contract Workers Post-Strike

Pursuant to the Tribunal’s direction to 'phase out contract workers', it is to be presumed that their services

were terminated or discontinued after the strike concluded.

7. Conduct of Workers During Strike (Picketing/Obstruction)
The proposition is intentionally silent on whether any violence, obstruction, or picketing occurred. This
ambiguity is deliberate, allowing participants to argue both sides. The Union may contend that the strike was
peaceful, while the management may argue that the strike obstructed operations. Participants are to rely on

general labour law principles and case law when addressing this issue.

8. Issue 6 and the Prayer — Repetition or Necessity
Issue 6 (“What reliefs, if any, are the parties entitled to”) may appear similar to the prayer but serves a distinct
purpose. It requires participants to justify the nature and extent of reliefs based on their arguments and

findings on previous issues. The prayer lists requests; Issue 6 allows evaluation of entitlement.

9. Distinction Between Issue 3 and Issue 5
Issue 3 pertains to the legality and justification of the strike under the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, while
Issue 5 concerns the conduct of workers during the strike (such as picketing or obstruction) and its impact on
wage entitlement. Even an illegal strike can be peaceful, and a legal strike can involve misconduct; thus, both

1ssues remain distinct and relevant.

10. Government Notification Declaring Navrang Industries as PUS
The proposition does not attach a separate notification; however, since the management’s declaration that
Navrang Industries was a public utility service is mentioned as an undisputed fact, participants must assume
that such notification was duly issued by the Government of Dakshin Pradesh under Section 2(n) of the

Industrial Disputes Act, 1947.
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11. Basis for Reference to Picketing in Issue 5
Issue 5 is framed to test participants’ ability to argue on worker conduct during the strike. The mention of
'picketing and obstruction' is illustrative, not evidentiary. As the facts are silent, participants are expected to

argue based on presumptions, burden of proof, and relevant precedents.

12. Naming of the High Court and Supreme Court of Dakshin Pradesh
The proposition is fictional. The use of the same state name for both the High Court and the Supreme Court
of Dakshin Pradesh is intentional for uniformity and to avoid confusion with any real Indian courts.

Participants should treat them as distinct institutions within the fictional jurisdiction.

13. Notice or Intimation of Strike
The facts are silent on any prior notice or intimation of strike being given by the workers or their union.
However, since the management declared the strike illegal specifically on the ground that no statutory notice

was given, participants must assume that no notice was served before commencement of the strike.

14. Ownership and Control of Navrang Industries Pvt. Ltd.
Navrang Industries Pvt. Ltd. is a private company incorporated under the Companies Act, 1956, having no

indication of government ownership or control. It should therefore be treated as a private industrial

establishment.

15. Certified Standing Orders — Requirement of Notice of Strike
The proposition does not reproduce the text of the Certified Standing Orders applicable to Navrang Industries.
In the absence of express reference, participants may assume that the Standing Orders are consistent with the
Industrial Employment (Standing Orders) Act, 1946, which mandates that the provisions of the Industrial

Disputes Act regarding strike notice apply where relevant.

16. Party Approaching the High Court

The High Court judgment set aside the reinstatement order passed by the Industrial Tribunal and upheld the
management’s contentions. Therefore, it can be inferred that Navrang Industries Pvt. Ltd. (the management)

was the party that approached the High Court of Dakshin Pradesh by way of a writ petition.
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17. Whether Textile Industries are Officially Declared as Public Utility Services
Textile industries are not ordinarily notified as public utility services under Section 2(n) of the Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947. However, the proposition specifies that the management asserted Navrang Industries to
be a public utility service, which must be treated as a factual assertion forming part of the case record. For
moot purposes, participants must assume that the Government of Dakshin Pradesh had issued such a

notification specific to this industry or establishment.

18. Basis of Obstruction and Picketing in Issues
The inclusion of 'obstruction and picketing' in Issue 5 is not an admitted or proved fact on record. It should
be interpreted as an inference drawn or an illustrative issue meant to test the participants’ ability to argue
both perspectives. There is no conclusive finding by any tribunal or authority establishing obstruction or

picketing in the provided facts.
These clarifications are final and binding for the purpose of this moot competition. No further factual additions

or modifications may be made by participants beyond what is stated in the original proposition and these

clarifications.
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