“fosg Ie & T=d €
Yo o TR e (fo 1 @
feshe) o Y901 2q STIHA. HHIR
S, 2-22-BETE TSe/38 4.
9. fyas, fedis 30-5-2001.”

EEIRER-TIED
“BUITG/g1/09/2013-2015.”

FHIF 30 ] TR, AR, T 24 SETE 2020— 91E0 2, I 1942

fererr—g=i

AT 1.— (1) T A 6 3T, (2) Tavm yg@i & 31y,
(3) =3 I & 3TeW SR SAfugEA, (4)
T IMEA &% Hehed, (5) IRA WA o 3T 3R
TG, (6) TaTer STRIRT, YIRA o SR,
(7) Treh- 9o IR,

AT 2. — ¥ e &t SAferg=mm,

a1 3.—(1) fammm siR fafaw g=am, (2) wiferwm
A,

4. —(F) (1) FO9TE fagme,  (2) yaR 9fafd &
gfqaed, (3) Hue § R xenfud fades, (@) (1)
SRy, (2) SurTe AfufEm, (3) g H
fufzm, (1) (1) aeg fEm, (2) SAfag fm.

HIT R

TS 9T ok 3T

G IR faym
HATeT, HESl e, a1 TR, 3ed TR

A1 TIYR, e TR fedish 26 7S 2020

A § 1-02/2020/Teh-2.— T W TASgNI €. 3ATclleh e, Y9 9. (1986), T@ Hidd, Thal faf farsm
qen sifafied guR Teae, 5.7, Aieafien e ea qe 724, ©.7. SAF9ds Ta Hed il 37 odHM el o HIY-
Y Y@ wied, e faem, qedient fan T ISR farn w6 sifafte gam diaa @,

2. At AT S, LI, (1989), TR & Gfva, o favmt qen sifafted 99R oTR q&a 9fwa, Tk fufor fawm
I had TR T&A Gfad, Tieh 0 faym o SAfdRe T9R 9 Jo id g TR & Hiwd, Sia dared faum &1 stfafea

JYUR HITdl 8. I YR e .

TR, HEU1 Q1 G A, SUEE R IHhE &g YEunerd, TSHieia ¥ qfsd qen Ferfia—2020.
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3. Armdt 3o St faeet, 999, (1991), TR T&A Hiea, S foshE, Tedrent e Td ISR fawm qen sifafea
TR WRTHQEI, B.71. YA SThIGH!, TR 1 TR T Ufwa, Hreret foshm, qerient e & ISR faamn g9r & gea
F g TR Je fva, Tafwa foan faam & 18 W gexy war €. 99 R Jerad &

Armdt o] St fieet, 9.9, 5 TR g&d |iwa, fafeo e fawm &1 SRR 750 & & fodie 9 et
TreTiien sifier, W9 9. (1997), TieE, <iieh Weed Ug TRAR searr a0 fafewan fen fayvm e gfee, fafea faan
faam & JuR | g S,

4. At 7S PR FTeT, L. (1994), Y@ Hied, S T ST a4 Wesi-eh STshH faHE a2 STiaRed TR
o ey sfei-we - frem, e, ®.71. T3 ofeifits fasm f7m (CSIDC), (Yere feeett) den yqE |fey,
o9 faUNT 1 I IAHM el o WY AR 3T, BTG o, T8 faeett w1 sifafiad gur divad 2.

At 7S AR 97T, TLAH. (1994) BRI STEMTE ST, SUETE Yo, T8 faoai i STaRed hrbYR T80 THd
% foiar & 2f. Aftst ®R fgadt, U, (1995), HY I e e wq@ |ivd, Ffv wd Sia denfiest faum o
SIfaRed I9R Y@ |iea, AHRIN {99 qe STemtE ST, B.71. 9o, 8 fooal! shad STE ST, ©.71. 9o, T8
Tt o Tfafiad T9R § o BT, U9 I9R e W

5. ot ST TeReT, WLU.9. (2003), AT, T[S G, SR i STEARN €9 9§ SAFTH ST T diad, Tered
Ted, foemER % I8 W Ig8 F gU Higd, T ST 1 SAfdied 4R S 7.

6. At YR e ISR, 9LEH. (2003), ST, TOAqR Hum, faeqR i SRt 9 § IR A1 w1 |fes,
HACTd % % TR I HIT T

7. off TET R, ML.Y.9. (2004), Giee, TEehiiar TN qen AfaRed TR 9, TUS shodmol fa49mT T giee,
o el UenfiTeht faam den e, f9:31esT 1 S I el % 1Y-|1e iee, Afgen @ S1e o faam qen
i, vl T faum w1 stfafied gvR divar 2.

4t THAT ST, WLU.E. (2004), BN Giwa, Afeet wd ot forenrd farsm 1 sifafied hriar 3o e & fodie 9
ot el fagTd ®va, WLa.9. (2003), 9fEE, e i faum don sifalea 9vR afeE, T wd ga1 et faum,
gfd, gfeet Td s1e fashm faum, qen yeier g, 8.9 R U Sxaviic HuRyH, TR Had dfbd, i 1@ e
forerre favm & sifafed TR § 4o TH1. U9 I9R F9maq T

8. At ST ., TLA.H. (2004), Gf=d, @S T1ed faur qen sifalea guR afed, wied wd &R faum &t
I TAAM HASAl & WG-T1Y Giad, G =g e e faam w1 sifafed gur givd 2.

9. T STERHTHTE ., LY. 9. (2004), Gfee, TRIE Y9 Td T faum qen sifafea yar afta, s= faen
faumT qen Hareish, TRIE YT Te {9entd &l S a9 shacdl oh 91e-91e Tied, deheien! 9187 Te USHIR fa9mT At
srfafied gurR givar 2.

10. Tl G FHR 3T, HLTH. (2004), FHeley, Fe-foamq 1 SRt &9 9 Sl o7y s g,
foreTTagR H, I & 98 W S I §U A, TS G971, Sifashrqy o eifafted gar divad .

11. ot TR T S, I.9.9. (2004), TR T, TIATIX H9rT qen s1fafier gaR |f=a, Tea ved, faamaqR @
fea, @i STERT ol SRR &9 ¥ AT SR Wi Fhoraey, fSen-Tiamss % 9 T 95t i €.

12. At YR I, WLY.H. (2005), Heraed Fa-gdarel ol AR §9 § SN TRy Wi shotaey, fSier-
TSHAIGTIE % T8 T IGE Tl .
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13. At e AHeE TR, MLA.H. (2005), T&A HAUeH TR, Ted TR o WIfeehior, e TaqR hi STeeme
Y W AR AR T Yeie HaTereh, B9, T g1 fashm e fauum ge gaifed, TF9E o U8 W IeL i 2.

St o™ THed TFhT, LY. R YR T80 i & fodie 9 ydY Gaerd, B.7. {69 SIS faem 19
U w9 waffed, TR o STHANG U ! ToF IHE, YRATT Gk a1 (aqq) Femmeet, 2016 & fom-12 & q&d
yfagr te et | YRdE gemafaes da o Fo A SqHE % Haria Ue o W] Siftd i ©.

At FieTH AT UaehT, WY 9. (2005), NI Y4 HdTelsh, ©.71. T S1UHT faehd T foqum de waffad, TaQR
% UE W HEYR T FH * fedisr & ot Tda =R (I w.9.9. "@fown fgfa), Swaa yei g, ©.71. T g1
foehre wd fauor W #aifed, TR % FEYR § gad . 9 TUR F7ed &L

14. At sifeRd 31T, MLU.E. (2006), Thetaey, TSIl g7l ol TRl ®9 ¥ STFIHT STy Ti=1 yael Heletsh, ©.71. TY
el faque §9 #aifed (Aehthe ), T & 98 TR IS8 Hid g & HEueH USR], ed TR 741 TaqX fae™
wfereRTor st afafie TUR v €.

St sifera eI, MY, g FEYR U0 1 & oAl T Yoy e, 3.9 U9 el fauum 99 waffed
(ATRRE), TR o STHATTE U ol T3 T, VR YemEfe S (da7) fammeet, 2016 o fom-12 & dgd afasr @
fomer) # wRdr g9mEiTer Fer & Yok Juit IaTH &% Herlig ug o THehel St i ©.

15. ot . AR, Y&, LA, (2006), e, 9Y] Fafwren Far aen sifafited 99R fase afea, o @
TRER ST faumT i TRl 9§ ATMH 37y gd=d fasiy gfed, e Tomee U8 URar seanr faym & U W Ieey
A GU ST, T Jard qe Yol Harersh, .71, Afgshel TfAAs HARe i e g9R divd 2.

16. A e AR, WLIE. (2006), A, WEA Hal A1 SR I9R Uy Harerh, 3.9, Afewa qfads
AR 1 ST &Y G S AR T T Gied, T faum & e W e i €.

ot S[Ee ATEd, MW, (2006) SRT faw wied, R fa9n % 9e R HEYR T80 i & foTiw 9 o THd
TR (.17, 9., dfaer fgfe), e dfed, TR faum & wE9R 9 ge 2.

17. gt st i, WA, (2007), Y& HATeh, B TF el faqum d9 waifed (Aehhe), TR 6l
TR ®Y 9 A TR T Herersh, STfeHsfa qen STqgfaa sf o % g T 9gee & .

18. At feafier @, TLRA. (2007), USiEe, FEhi GEATH g ST YR Hearers, Y SThRIGHT Sl 3h
A e & Y- WRER, FrE T HEATW 1 e J9R Giaan 2.

19. At F9Ed FAR, TEH. (2007), FHoiay, -G Fl SRURR €9 & ST A< W= hotaey, feret-
SISATR-=TT o U8 TR e Yl &,

20. St ST TEIE ISk, VL. (2007), FHerdey, FSef-STisHii-=idr sl STXrl &9 & TTH 37es Yd=1 Gaeish,
4-STE % I8 T ISE Ll .

21. gt offm g, M.9.9. (2008), 3T, B.7. T FH0 Hea aun AfaRed 94R &7 wreie 2ifuesrl, TR faw
TFERTOT, TAYR 1 STEATH T H AT MY T horaey, FeA-Ta7e & I8 W I8 Hdl ¢,

22. gt Terer fg Tom, 9.8, (2008), HYE Wiea, oMfYe U6 wifers faum qan 9gea 9f+d, eifte =me
e faaTT A1 ool &9 9 I 2Tey W= Wesd Hiwd, T A1 STEN & I8 T IS ohidl .

ot ot T Tom, IL.9.9. gR1 HTEYR U8 3 o ferish W Te giad, ToF ST 3T & SAHag U hl T3
TTEH, TR FemafTes e (Ja7) Fammaeh, 2016 & fom-12 & dgd 9fast td fSeRt § aRda wemafie o1 & 1y
Yk AqHM & Helid Ug & THhel SNid il ©.
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23. et foran TeTqa faard, M98, (2008), Feray, Fe-TRe-TugT-TRaTE! o STEmR &9 § ST ST g
iR, 9-de & I8 T IaE T G

et foran TeTqa faar, o199, §R YR T80 %A & el § e, A o etEerta ug 1 I I,
AT JemEes 9ar (Sa9) Femmeed, 2016 & f9H-12 & ded 9o To el § YR 9emEiie 9e1 & S8
YRMEfeh S HH o Gaiia 98 & THhET Sfd il .

24. S TR TR, M.9.9. (2008 ), T7eeh, @ wd Siiuft Geme sl STEar) 9 § SHT A1y a1 sholeey,
TSren-=niftan & ug W UeEy i €.

25. A HETed I, .99, (2008), HATH, W, TET1 Ta 4vH qe0 AR I9R G Ffea, @i 9 fawmn
T STEIT T G STHT AR T Fheoiaer, Fel-STR & U8 T 95w 3l <.

26. ot v T TS, TLEH. (2008), FHeraRy, e-TRETEE il TRl €9 ¥ A SR TN HeraRy, far-
FATTR- TS o T T IGE Ll B

27. ot eTeha M, MLY.E. (2008), Hotael, TIe-hIvSrTd hi TRt 9 9 ATTHT AR Td=7 Heleieh, v,
TG TS U % IS W UL H B,

28. <. dallel ST HehHTS, WLY.H. (2009), sheterey, TSer-of ohl Temh 9 9§ AT 7w T SR ©.7.
T fmfor Hed % I8 W ISR X §U A HRIUeH A, TaqR fasma mfeektor, ToqR o1 sifafied gur d@ivad 2.

<. dellcll 3TZATS HehRTS, H1.9.9. g YR T80 i o feish | & T, 8.7, & v ded et ug
oI T IMEE, YRGS YREes Jar (J94) e, 2016 o f90-12 & ded 9asr e el § IRdd Jemeies 91
% {8 YIMETF SaTHM & e Ue o THehRe] =it il g.

29. At STeTe FHR TR, ALY, (2009), FHetaey, Ser-Haam Sl SR €9 9 SAAH Q9 T s,
Teiten! TR1aTT, USTIR Wol HIvTETor < W Ueee il ©.

At ST HHAR IRV, WL.I.H. G AR TS0 & & oI W HaTeh, deh-lehl 167, SR T T o
AU U ol T WTEH, TRATE YE-es 9ar (3a7) Femmeet, 2016 & 99-12 & dgd 9iae1 Td fSeer °§ vrdia
yemafTeR Y1 3 K8 TImEfTeR SdTHH F Gl Ue F HHET HIfd i .

30. At G FHR S, ML, (2009), FHeraR, FSer-Heraye ol Rl ®9 § ST e v horaey, fSe-
AT - IR 3 UG TR TGE hiell &,

31. o S99 T8, 9.9, (2009), oA, TIe-hIfn sl ST &9 9 ST SA1e9 T hoide? fSer-Tika-
TSI-TRATET % I W TEES I .

32. At . . F9W, qLLH. (2009), FHetay, Te-=iemg i SRl §9 | SR QY TH< G died, qHEe
TOITEA fa9NT % U8 W YeE id gU W Gfed, Tord T 119e YeieH faum o erfafte guR divar .

33. Y 51T IR HiF, W9, (2010), herey, TSien-TiHieTid sl STEarl 9 ¥ ANH 37e 9d=1 shoreey, fSrer-
A o I€ T ISEY HIdl ©.

34. &t ifderd Mad, ML.E.E. (2010), FHowy, FSA-slleESR- YA s TR &9 ¥ SANHE] e T3
FHora, TIe-Teye & U8 W USE HI 7.

35. Aot T 918, 9.9, (2010), ety FSIer-aTels hl STErl €9 § STRMH STIe¥ T A, aorfesreh i
% T T TEE FHI B
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36. gt |e i, MAA. (2010), werdRy, -S9O H ol 9 6 S ey 9N oy, fSe-
oIR8 T UGE H T

37. 4t ugm g Tem, MuA. (2010), FHeray, TTA-TREOGR 1 STEATR €9 § STFH AR T heraey, -
el % Ug T IEE A .

38. 4 TR HHR 9=, 9LYH. (2010), HYF Giwe, gei 9ihd, sEfed q91 sAfafed Y9R @9, §-sfiea
ST, STUIToreh Y ohl STRRRl &Y & STRMHT TS9N W= oy, fel-heRem & 9 W IgE il ©.

39. At FTUFAR HETed &R, HLY.H. (2011), ety FSIe-SRIqE sl STEAT €9 € SARTH o77qe1 9= e,
T T Y Jeme % U8 R UeE H gU A HRuer SAfHwR, T e fasr stfisston, T & sifafted gar
i .

gt e FAR FEIeT &R, M99, N HEYR T80 w1 & fodie 9 s, @@ wd sivfy gemes &
STHATE U ol Tod WA, WA JemE-es 9o (Ia7) e, 2016 & f98-12 & dgd 9fasr te e’ § YRS
JemEfTR Qa1 % I YNGR SdTHH F G Ue F qHERE Sifd i .

40. A s FAYR X, WLI.H. (2011), ey, Te-Hiel i TRl €9 9§ AR TR 93 shoraey, Sar-gi
% T T IS A B

41. 4t <res 9T, LIA. (2011), oty e gEsTqR sl Sl €9 9 SAHT e T swhoreey, fe-daaret
% T W IS HA T

42. 4t Gl FAR &, MLIE. (2011), FHeidy, Sel-seaqR-TH{sis sl el 9 § A e i
FHeraR, Fe-HOIST & U8 W U I B,

43, At SIS HE e, 9L9.9. (2011), ST -He-HdTeleh, Aigel Ta ol foehd whl STEmrell &9 | ST T1ee g2+
FHeray, fIe-aTee & U8 W I I €.

44. o I 519d, MAH. (2012), i, FSTe-amad o1 ST ©9 9 STTH TRy 7= hoiaey, fSe-sis) &
g W IS H .

45. 4t a9 HIR eREme, ML9A. (2012), H&A g Afwi, e domd, foemagR 1 s ®9 9 s
AR T hoterey, Fef-ieTgR o 9 X Jewe il §.

46. o erfyysita fg, 9.8, (2012), TeE Herctes, Tg TTHIT ATSIToehT THY =1 7%t ©9 § ST STy w=
FHera, Te-TRER % I8 W UEE T T

47. ot TUER IMI, ALH.E. (2012), TEER, T Td et qer s1faed 4R 39 9fed, Afge ud ot fasm faam
T ST T H STEHT ST T hotae, THel-qTqR & U8 W IgE Hdl 2.

48. A IO, HHR HIOM, HLYH. (2012), HaTcleh, Tehrleh! &7, TUSHIR Tal FII&T07 qe Hed i SifHerl, T
Shreret T STTEhT0T i STRTE ®9 & STTHT STR¥ i+ Hhelae, fIa-HhIuenTa % 9 T IeE Hdl ¢

49. oy feean saw fagn, .9, (2012), SU Gied, Tiich TR Fifeh! Ta9FT bl TRt ®Y ¥ AT 3Ty 5=
HTeTeh, Higell U6 el faehrd o 98 T YSEY il B.

50. A SEE SR, HLYA. (2013), SR Fwordy, a-HeEEe il SRRl ®9 9 AT Ay 9dW A
FHETE SfRRY, B9, W aRewe HAsHe TsiH, T & I8 T IS8 I €.
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A SIS IR, MUY, GRT HRYR T80 % & el § & wrier fber, 8.0 we arwie fsHe
TorHl, TAYR o ST U ol oA U, HRATT FemdfTes g (ad) e, 2016 & f&H-12 & ded fasr wa
R # R e Wal % aRE IaHE & Gerig Ug o THeheT S S §.

51. 4t $5T FAR, ILUH. (2014), &I wRUCH AR, e damd, g ol SRt €9 § ST tew 9
e FHruTer AR, el 9=, I & 98 0 T i €.

52. 4t TH. SEaEE, WLYA. (2014), GO SR SR, T TaEd shiRel Sl STEAR €9 9 SARH A 9H
T, TR qifeter F7H, SRel 3 I T 9eT il €.

53. &t S, TgA ke, WLUH. (2015), 39 Gid, A, A T& Hifeash! a9 Afaied TR 9o 39 9f=d, 8.7
T IS TR T 39 Aigd, Ted T Heh{d a0 fomiy shaeres AfuehR], e fayn &l sTerl §9 § S Tee
T 39 Wiea, @S WieH faum o 98 W ey Fd gU e Sererh, T T sttt faee e fomiy shderey
i, T ud URER SHear faum w1 sifafie yur g 2.

54. 4t U8 <&, .99, (2016), STYH, TR difeieh F7H, Shikell sl STEART €9 9 MM $Tew w1 &7 Hrued
Aferhr, TSTen T, TRER % U8 TR YEE I 7.

55. 4t sehTe fosh, MLYA. (2017), HETFF helaed, TS, TR hl STEUR &9 9 A sTew T &
Frfurer tfreRrd, TS d=md, TR & U8 T UeE Al .

BTG oh TFITE o 19 9§ qAT ST,

g9 Taym
AT, HEMEl Yo, a1 TIR, 3T TR

e (A, 31l TR feieh 24 [ 2020
FHHIH TH 10-01/2019/16.— BTG SHTEfiTeh aiel ST 1960 T €T 4 1 STLW (1) TR W< V=i b

AN 1 U IH Hoig § o H YHIid 9HE SAfugEie sl e shd g s e Taggl 4 Toled =1L, drd
B =L (MLIH.) JUH ) SAEE 9 % 6T e Geresr e i €.

No. F 10-01/2019/16.—In exercise of powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 4 of Chhattisgarh
Industrial Relation Act, 1960 and in supersession of all previous notification issued on the Subject, State Govern-
ment hereby appoints Shri Alex V. F. Paul Menon V. (IAS) Labour Commissioner to be “Chief Conciliator” for the
State of Chhattisgarh.

T TR, 31 TR ik 24 [ 2020

HHI% TH 10-01/2019/16. —DAMATE STENTTeh Haier ATAMTH 1960 (T 1960 1 HHIh 27) i R 3 Tt IR
(1) BRI YT Wkl bl TN § 1d gU 39 Haiel H g6 § YEiia HE stfgeiedl sl fequmel ohid U 9 e Taegrl
At Tl .U, Wil B 1. (YLU.Y.) I SHiEe T5F & T com stge fgea s 7.

No. F 10-01/2019/16.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 3 of Chhattisgarh
Industrial Relation Act, 1960 (27 of 1960) and in supersession of all previous notification issued in this regard, the
State Government hereby appoints Shri Alex V. F. Paul Menon V. (IAS) as the “Labour Commissioner” for the State
of Chhattisgarh.
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T TR, 31 TR ik 24 [ 2020

HHI% TH 10-02/2017/16.— =i foamg sifaftam 1947 (sFaish-XIV 1947) T €T 39 SR Y& Wi s
AR H A gU TS 39 faves qd § S weed stfergeietl sl feneret R gu, TS I UaegnT I s <o € o,
I SATUTIH T URI-34 o 31 ITh g TART Ul A T BT, Oicl 391 1. (ML9.H.) S Sdidis, Ta
A, 3T TR gRI HYUl SHEG o fore g | arft swertt.

No. F 10-02/2019/16.—In exercise of the powers conferred by section 39 of the Industrial Dispute Act,
1947 (No. XIV of 1947) and in supersession of all previous notification on the subject, the State Government hereby
directs that powers under Section 34 of the said Act shall be exercised by Shri Alex V.F. Paul Menon V. (IAS) Labour
Commissioner, Nava Raipur, Atal Nagar for the State of whole Chhattisgarh.

BATTG oh TFITE 6 A9 9§ T STRIMIAR,
Yurent sftarea, 39 wfe.

o we e fam

el T, 31 TR feien 15 [ 2020
AR TR, 2192/5048/2017/11/(6). — T YA TAegl T4 H ford 32 | 391 BH a1l IREshewd oTafimg
1 FomHER stuaes (fewima) f3 S &g um-%ae, O.f.49. dedia-famm, fSer-selieesR- aem &t 50 THe
i (THW HHiw 1004 § 1022 Teh T GEJ A 1027, 1028 Fel Thell 20.410 THRI (T 50.43 THS) I TREHHT
STIRTE o YR % U A diefe, WRe Ue fewisa Hiafadl (CTSDF) i womam 3 stfegfaa o .
39 SATUg=AT S B i feie & Yo g3 wHeil S,

BATTG oh TFIT o 19 9§ qAT STRIMIER,
TS HER fUren, @ wf=a.

Te (gfera) faum

el T, 31 TR feAiem 10 [ 2020

I TH 1-06/2019/21-T&/TGH. — I TG §RI &t sk Sfared, (WIg8-2006), W& Yferd HeT-riems,
Tehiten! HaTe/ATArTd, Iferd e TR Sl SRl €9 9 IR o7y W< fewmh, T soem, st &
STTTAeRTE TaTe, TR |1 Td AMRe GUan Jered, T & 98 T 9eey foran S 2.

2. 4t T diara, R FRYR T80 i o i & U9 e, IR gfer™ e (3a7) = 2016 & fm-12
% qed e, ST STTIEE, STH-RME W6 STudeRleld  HaTt, R 941 Ta AN e Jearerd, Y & SHaiy 18
=1 st T e | R gfer™ S & a9ty Jaa % geeRet Sivd fohar S €.

BAATG oh TFITA o 19 9§ qAT STRIMIER,
1. Ul VT, TR |idd.
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Fft faehra Td foham Foamn aon Sia Wrenfirent faam

e TAYY, e TR feieh 29 [ 2020

SHHIh/4182/TH-02/02/WBCIS/2020/14-2. — (k! el B Yifad T STefd wEe st drs o foharaam
7q fawrfia sIfeg=m 5. 4049/T%-02/02/WBCIS/2020/14-2 Tl 22-06-2020 S fofan 7o &, 3o stferg=mn

TASEN FTAER S fohan s § :—

I AT o forg . 3 (@) 3R Tk T Ieaifed “TH B Fh Sl A 318 JHIU I3 AT I3TE 6 TR
R TGO T S & i SAehrl/ Ao 3aH fodr SAfsritt g Seantya 21 |fgd Helfed 31 sTagdeh &
& HEA BT ok €A W “TH &g FHUh hl ST0N G5 o Y HHA T8 THII-T & G HHA a1 ok ST
TN O fed Geiftd 311 STreredeh S&Ies Y& 1 8 Ya1 S

9 Jadt W STREAT 3. 4049 foidh 22-06-2020 & TTEY BIM.

T TAYY, e TR feieh 29 [ 2020

SHHIh/4184/TH-02/01/PMFBY/2020/14-2. —JEH TEA S(HT ASHT o Tharem =g faumita stferg=m .
2976/T%-02/01/PMFBY/2020/14-2 f&Aieh 16-06-2020 SRt fofa 7o ©. 3o Aferg=n # waggry fFreArqam Seirem fean
SR —

St o fog . 3 (@) 3R Fueh | Seoifed “39 &g F hl HIT0T I3 & Y HHA g3T8 i Y 6
HIO-T ST & .. fa. stfeeRit g wenfud 21 |fgd Heifyd o1 staeseh S&arest &qd Tl 8R o ¥ W <36
Rq U ol EUUN I3 <k Y HE 3T JHV-T AL GEAId FEA S & T H1 0T I3 Figd Gaifed 37
STEYIH TS YA AT BT YT 5.

9 Jadt W SRET 3. 2976 Toid 16-06-2020 & TTEY BN,

BTG ok TSAATA & T8 § T ARIMIIR,
. & denr, F |,

ST fasm
HATer, HEMal 9o, 781 T, 31 TR
ol TAYY, 31 TR ik 2 Sl 2020
FHHI% TH 01-01/2019/Te 9. —faamia goders Afage fi® 19-08-2019 §RI SWwTE THER Hfea

gfafafy stfermr=ra fem 2019 % f7om 5 STHER T59 W e G T stfemm=ran 9fafd &1 me fhan 7o €. T e
TAGERT 35 T T |fufq # fF{om done wida & —

T T STfeHT=IaT GiHfd TRl Al 4. 9 SAelen R, Huees, T8 g, T o T T A TN FAR
o, T3 G, T8 g, TR Rl THIT Ll €.

BTG o TS o 19 9 qA7 SRR,
IHYT HAR fast, g Aie@.
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ST e qATeor faum

A TIYR, e TR fedish 22 7 2020

HHIH-TH 7-20/2019/32. —BTERTG TR q1 U fror sifufad, 1973 (A 23 9 1973) 1 &1 13 61 39
YRT (1) o 3TeTd T S8 TaegRI 39 Ao & oo o ferg o o &=, e swawt o1 e & 8, et

e = & T eTggEt | uRfAREq A T © —

ST
foranra g e &6t dimg
SWH ;T YERIhN, TSl TS foReh W i STl HiE 9.
wwd 7w faw, SR, gaer v e o @ gat e A
Sfaord ;. um S, Fewm, Seel wd o i ot ol w9,

uem d ;W ], A, WRST Te kel Wl Sl 9iveH HiE 9.

BTG o TSI & T8 § T ARIMIIR,

faftr iR faurh wrf fauam

A YA, e TR fEAih 8 Jers 2020

AR 5666/1556/21-81/8.71./2020.— T IMEH, TAGGN, THF Y0l H WM ShRl/HHaR it R
a7 9 A o ford Frgam fafy stfuery/stifiea & g gomet gem fafd 8q 16 § SR 99 oTew o e &
U IE AR a1 § fF —

(1)  3TEHE YN § Ycie YUl &g (IR GAarE fafyr feraet off €1) Tafed we . 20,000/~ o e S .
WY & TH E A TR T YT T HHH STIHEA TR % o1, e e s € €, W SRS
(STIHTATRAT ) W SATHHRI/RHRT JUh-JI B, T-1 T, 5,000/~ Fieh TN Th01/Iieh SRl
FAfeeRRl/HHER i ST § Sifdfe e foran S

(2) 59 ST Yoo H U U e STeeh (STl ) Bl 981 T i ohl YT, FH& STeGH (STaHMeR)
il AR W GYH SFAEGH (STEHMARRA) i 3R 9 g fohan S

I HMEE o STTER Heiftd stferaen & wid o1 =@ 34t A e ud v & Siqid faskera grm,
forgen siaqria Heifera Afteril/md=ar) (YoM STHTeCeh/STaHThdl ) o od- o aTife e1efa ol s ® ©.

g Wihfd fa faam & ek shHish 576/d-3/2020 feAih 16-06-2020 F §RI Y& i T 7.

BTG ok TSAATA o T8 § qAT AR,
TA. %, S=ash, TH@ i,
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e faurt

I, hetaey, el hRdl, WG Td 9o SU-Tiad, SUEE I, TS U6 39S
g faam

S, faish 12 S 2020

TET-Teh
(fram 11 <f=@d)

SHHIH/9133/Y~3T517/2020.— -7, THeiH Tel GFeaeq H 3fad yfcert e arefiian s stfeerr sfufas,
2013 =1 4RI 4 Feufad faw 7 % siarta = g & Seoifad YfH =1 31 oiish FaISH ¥q 1o TChR gRI S &,
3494'&[\ =

fotem qede TH/ATR &Il ek gAISH <kl oo
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

FHIET FHHNT SR 4.652 BRI TR THiehe A1 o A &9 74,

IYK Ieeifad YfH & 3T Tq HHTSeh FaTend e & $1eeH g SH a8 faish 29-6-2020 i TH
02.00 IS ¥ TM U Y=Ed oA Yedurt W fad ot T 7. wwarfad ff st w1 o1 faare frergen ® —

1. Tk g o g faawm — SR THTehe AT o e FHi 7q.
2. THe] ®Y 9 gifard 9Rami shi e — 06 9RER
3. Tycae] ®Y 9 guIfad IERl &l Tem — 06 IER
4, gyifad &5 H TS gehmi qen 31 gfiE o — IRLC
S STIAIA HEA.
5. guIfad & H MR Hehri qei 37 — IRLC

6. 1 FEATTId 3T =AqH ¢ 2 —
7. 1 g foehedl 37X 39! 9read W foar —

W e T g ?
8. RIS & Fel ARG — %. 317.53 9@
9. RS § EH 91t oiH — TR 9 25 . § BRI fHEE gfaen 3ged
o= 10 (T o @ W) STeTed U SE,
10. Efod ISR TG & ufagfd o e — Yo |MIfSeh FHEM ® giagfd o fora
U AT 3H W EM el Hifad =4, Gufaa a3 1 @ € 9 SR T aren
Hutfad = 1 JaeE fman T e,
1. RS g1 Yeiferd €F ATt 37 e — i

ST ff TS o Heier H ot afom/seen a1 o= foreht safer o0l g STHeRl/gEa <1 71, @ fafed fafaawa
LERS IR R IS ERI
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R, feie 15 S 2020

YIE-Teh
(frm 11 =)

SHHI/9206/4-3Ts11/2020. — fH-3T5H, JAATEH Tal JHHed H e Ufae qei TR =1 Afuer sifufrem,
2013 I 9N 4 Heqfed oM 7 & Siaia F= T § Icecifad JfH 1 315 @i TAIeH 7g ToF R R STRINA ¢,

A - —

forem T /TR P Al JATSH <h1 faemor
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

FHIET FHEN GAHRAER 4.955 THRA HETHRT SIS AT % TR Fafor 2.

ST Iecifed Yfi o 3T T FHISeh qHEE HERo o s1eqaq g 1 g fodish 8-7-2020 1 994
02.00 I | T UMW Yo 9o @R W f9d &t T 8. warfad fH o7 &1 o= faero f=gar § :—

1. EERRISEEIR A ECt] — FHHR YA AT <k T FHi07 7,
2. TI ®Y T gIfad aRari =i gem — 54 RER
3. Ayge] ®9 9 genfod uftari &t e — 54 9RER
4. gurad & H < Hehr aen o uiEaa— IRIED
T STIHIG S,
5. JUId & H YR g T qe 37 — i
6. FIT YA TS =IAqH § ? — &
7. 1 g faehedl 31 s9eh! Heaat W fa=m — |
Y T T g ?
8. YRS St Fel AN — %. 5607.66 @
9. RATSHT | BH aTel a9 — TRES § 1991 7. § @ f=ms gaen uers
H ST,
10. TETfad ST S i gfagfd & foa — &ifad |HTfSe T s gfagfd o for
IUME U1 SH W EH aren Heifad =54, Horfaa S {53 o1 ® § a1 SHW T el
Hoyfard = o1 g fora TR R,
1. TRESHT g1 wenfed B 9 3T Weeh — i

IR YfH TS & Haig H foret safar/deen a o= foreht safaa =01 g SHeRRl/AgEma <1 71, @ fafed fafaaw
ol T WSS HAL

BTG ok TAATA & T8 § qAT AR,
fohTuT HivTe, ForTR T Ted 39-HfeE.
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I, Theldey, Tel-sRal (SAEE ), T Ued SU-afad, BUETE I, TS5 1§
AT geEA faym

s, faish 12 S 2020

TTI%R/9130/9-3T5/2020.—feh T TG &I IE T Sl © foh STH Herd ogg= & @M (1) ¥ (4) |
aftfa Yy &1 STIYE & @H (6) § 3T% 9 o3 T i WieH & fod eTawehdl § S1e@n Sawehal IS &t
GO §. 374: Y 375, aree iR g™ o sfoa wfaes oiR urRefifa &1 sifuer sifufay, 2013 (9 g
T AfUfTEH 2013 @1 ST H HR 11 1 39-91 (1) TG & IR 9t Heiferd SAfHAT 0l 386 g1 39
ST T =1 & ST & Toh T3 S TaggI ST o @M (5) H Seeiiad e ol 3ad fH o Hoe & 9 12 6
et < T wifea 1 WA A & f wiferRd A © i—

ST
offt &1 IviF gRT 12 & §RT B ICEIECR RIS
SN T TR/ TR SR TR SAfeeRt T U
(TFRIW H)
Q)] (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
ST Eacing HET 1.766 HEE AN, S WY heEll oauedd
984 08 T, . TS o AT T

.

offf 1 RN (W) 1 R srfauria sfusd (TSa), HeERT & wraterd B frar S wewd 7.

S, faish 12 S 2020

TRTIR/9154/9-3T5/2020.—<feh T TG &I IE T Sl © foh S9H Herd ogg= & @ (1) ¥ (4) |
Fftfa Yyt #F ST & @ (6) § 9% 9 o3 T =it WieH & fod eTawrehdl § S1e@n Sawehal UeH &
G €. 374: Y 375, aree iR qieiaren™ o sfoa wfae iR urefifa &1 sifuer sifufay, 2013 (9 g
T ATUfTEH 2013 @1 STEM) i HR 11 6 39-91 (1)  Iqal & IR 9t Heiferd SAfHAT 0l 386 g1 39
ST T =1 & ST ¢ Toh T3 S TaggI ST o @M (5) § Seaiiad e ol 3ad fH o §a8 & 91 12 6
et < T wifea 1 WA A & f wiferRd A © i—

qft =1 ol gRT 12 & §)T EICSIECRRISE
SN T TR/ TR SR TR SAfeeRt T U
(TFRI|H)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
SR Eacing 3UeY 2.746 HEE AN, S WY heEll ouedd
984 08 T, . TS & AT T8

oL,
off 1 RN () 1 R srfauria stfued (TSE), HeERT & wEterd H frar S wewd 7.

BAATG oh TFATE 6 19 9§ T STRIMIER,
feRTuT ShivTA, Feleet W@ T3 3U-|iwa.,
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HTAE, holaey, TSTel I TR Fhichy,
FAETE T Ued 34 Hhad, BUETE I,
TSI TF 3ATIST Yeiee faam

iRy, faisr 22 S 2020

SHHIH/2319/81./9. 3./9.35./5/31-82/2016-17.— (%
T WA 1 39 910 H1 TEEH & T § T A S
S & 92 (1) ¥ afvid i it e & ug (2) |
Seaifiad Frefeifeh FaeH & fau stevashdr 2. 3m: 4ff
3T, Qe TR qederene | 3fed fas iR urefefar
1 AfesR stfufam, 2013 (99 Tag wvem sifuftem,
2013 BT AT Y 9N 19 % ST S8 gNT I8 =i
foran T € R S 4t Y S e o for strerveshdr

g =
ST
(1) g % -

(F) TIeT-3T T&R HihL

(@) dqEHA-3arg

() TRAE-TE

(F) T SARA-0.89 THA

TE TR Thall
(TR H)

(1) (2)
82/2 0.06
26/2 0.18
75 0.09
76 0.07

74/1 0.02
74/2 0.07
73/1 0.08
72 0.03
71 0.09
69 0.02
68 0.03
66 0.01
35/2 0.04
35/1 0.10

I 14 0.89

(2) reisifeh FaeH foraes fofe STevesha §- TSI =rderd
S st T i g,

(3) gt TR (W) w1 e sEfayria sifert
(0)/9]-3T5H AR, farTe & wEad | forar s
TR .

iRy, Tl 22 S 2020

SHHIh/2320/41./9, 3./9.56./6/31-82/2016-17. — <[k
T G ) 9 91 F GOE & T A @
YT U8 (1) H afvfq g st sEEt % ug (2) H
SeATEd TSI FESH % AU st 7. 1d: g
TS, JaE TR JTeiaem | Sfed ufaet ok arefefar
1 AfepR tfuftem, 2013 (99 wog Tvem sifufm,
2013 g SIEAT) S €RT 19 % T=Td Hh GRI I Hod
foan e € o6 3 4yt it 3% WeH % faw stevasar
g

ST

(1) g % -
(F) TeT-3T T&R FHiH
(@) Teda-3iareg
(A1)  TRATH-3TLeE
(F) T STRA-2.56 THRAL

T TR T
(TRIH)

(M (2)

RF/764 0.27

RF/764 0.10

RF/764 0.18

RF/764 0.13

RF/764 0.24

RF/764 0.10

RF/764 0.10

RF/764 0.07

RF/764 0.58

RF/764 0.79

InT 10 2.56

(2) TSI WEeH s g savaenar §-smmqeeien
Stererg o s 4.

(3) qf RN (W) 1 FRew sfaurta stfusi
(W)/Y-375i 3Aferi, s{arTe & wEfed | fohan s
Tehll ©.

BATE o TS ok 19 9 qAT STRIMTAR,
. TA. g, FHoleed Td 9o 39-idl.
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fervm vt @ emaer

e T Taga fHame s

TR, feish 17 Sad, 2020

I 85/91.TH.3. 3R ¥./2020. —forgga sifarfam, 2003 (a9 2003 1 HHI 36) T R 42 I ITERT (5), (6)
T (7) FgUfed 91T 181 Tl SULN (2) o WU (IR) TS (TH) H Y Vi sl YA FHd U a1 I wented faga
1M, 2005 & YL o STIER H, TAEE T foe[d Fame 1mam g s<iere T fora femme smam (9
qitere framon) fafw=m 2011, 30 ®E 2012 w1 Afegfaa foram T o,

TN ST9E el ¢ fob <9 o1t fer & ush faee ufin 1 ovfiet & g ST e SI9 aregeRr v, St ff
SR 9T afee e, fafet & woe wiE 55§ afd T, SusdieEiei s = % e A % JHe S
Y garHIed A B, TS ATHR SHed § qen faga sifufem, 2003 #T Igfent # afvfa 3gevdl & TIEY grN o 3o
WUE I 55 i ST giee v, fafrermt @ faefa foran sma. faga sifufem, 2003 gR1 st 1 fera fohan
T ¥ o g SusieEdret & fadi o1 He Y SR A wRUN qe aehEId B W STHR W ST S 9% e §
STRIF WM &l faeiifod w1 7q fafame gfran & ST uR SriaR! w3 &1 sTavasdl 781 €. 31d: 3TN Taeghl
FraTe T foea frames stan (Iusireaar uRae framon) fafrem 2011 # fr=fafed weiem o 2.

Brirag T faga frames e (Susier uftaear framor ) (wem d@ene ) faf=m, 2020

A1
wfere sitder qem wrew

1. 3 fafradl &1 siere T faga fames s (Suse aiaear famo) faf@m, 2011 w1 S

2. 3 fafrm ST T # At faawor srafaenfEl 6, 379 deifya 99w &= § onp .

3. 3 fafm 37 a1 ITe o BTG TSUS | YoM o1 fafy § gumesiia gl

gy
4. T fafml 8§ 5@ o fof geod @ sr=en orifera =1 &

“ae fafremi & «ifla 8, sxiae T o frame sman (Iusrear ufae framor) faftam 2011

A2
RMIBE]

5. 7o fafremi w1 @ve 55 faeitod foran s 2.

No. 85/CSERC/2020.—In exercise of the powers vested in the Commission under the provisions of sub-
section (5), (6) and (7) of Section 42 read with clauses (r) and (s) of sub-section (2) of Section 181 of the Electricity
Act, 2003 (36 of 2003) (the Act), and in pursuance of the provisions of Electricity Rules, 2005, as amended, the
Chhattisgarh State Electricity Regulatory Commission had notified the regulations namely Chhattisgarh State Elec-
tricity Regulatory Commission (Redressal of grievances of consumers) Regulations, 2011 on 04th March, 2011.
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The Commission feels that such a condition acts like deposits an amount equal to one third of the amount
due as appeal amount before filing of appeal, as provided in Clause No. 55 of Chhattisgarh State Electricity Regula-
tory Commission (Redressal of grievances of consumers) Regulations, 2011, is disincentive for the consumers from
approaching the Ombudsman for justice. This is in larger public interest and also in sync with the objective outlined
in the preamble to the Electricity Act, 2003. As per Electricity Act, 2003 the Commission is mandated to protect the
interests of the consumers and for the sufficient reasons and justifications, the Commission is of the view that for
omission of the said provision, there is no need to go through the regulatory process. Hence, the Commission hereby
makes the following amendment to the Chhattisgarh State Electricity Regulatory Commission (Redressal of griev-
ances of consumers) Regulations, 2011, namely :—

Chhattisgarh State Electricity Regulatory Commission (Redressal of grievances of consumers)
(First Amendment) Regulations, 2020

CHAPTER-1
SHORT TITLE AND COMMENCEMENT

1. These regulations shall be called the Chhattisgarh State Electricity Regulatory Commission (Redressal of
grievances of consumers) (First Amendment) Regulations, 2020.

2. These regulations shall be applicable to all distribution licensees in Chhattisgarh in their respective licensed
areas.

3. There shall come into force from the date of their publication in Chhattisgarh Rajpatra.

Definition

4. In these regulations, unless the context otherwise requires :

“Principal Regulations” means the Chhattisgarh State Electricity Regulatory Commission (Redressal of
grievances of consumers) Regulations, 2011.

CHAPTER-2
AMENDMENT

5. Clause No. 55 of the principal Regulation is omitted.

STRINT & STCIMNER,

TH. 0. ITe,

SAIGTG Tk Hall SRR
I TR T, TR (V)

TR, fai 4 S 2020

SHHI%R/204/01/2020-21/FA1.—B.71. IMEH, HHF G fI9RT, HACH, HEHEl 9od, ol TR ohl AT
SHHI TH 6-24/2011/Teh (1) a1 T, feAlh 30-05-2020 o ARa= H & 2+ T Feart g’1 fedish 01-06-2020 1
otz | TEH % IS W T UG Tich Hall TR o 37eA8] & I W ik 02-06-2020 &1 Yo H HEUR &0
foren T §.

'L/ -
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e 7§ fHater aaifyesl, Sdrae

T, foih 23 [ 2018

1.5k 18/03/faI= afareh1/2018/1949. — W frat=m s, =8 faeedt gra S stferg=n wen 82/3.7. 44,/
(15/2014)/2018 fedieR 12 A, 2018 wreh fdfferc stfufTam, 1951 (1951 %1 43) T 9 106(F) & L H fai=q
TR TaggRT fate st T@a1-15/2014 H fU U 3= =Imerd, Seg faerq & ari 20 3Td, 2018 & ST &l
T & YT TS0 § HAHTERT Tht STFHRT g Joh1er fohan S €.

(g ¥ )
e fratem T,

aRa far=q =
frat=m 9eq, o1l Ts, 73 fooett-110001

73 fooet!, ai@ 12 S, 2018—22 S8, 1940 (V1)
€. 82/8.7.-<1.9./(15/2014)/2018.—@ieh Ffaffea A=, 1951 (1951 143 ) i €T 106 (F) o ST

¥, frate s waggr fafem o1sft /. 152014 # 53 M 3= =mener, S, faamqR & a’i@ 20 3794, 2018 &
TR 1 FehTTT el .

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH, BILASPUR

EP. No. 15 of 2014

PETITIONER : Shambhu Prasad Sharma S/o Late Bansh Gopal Sharma Aged About 70 Years R/o
Village And Post-Seoni, Tah. Marwahi, Civil & Revenue Distt. Bilaspur C.G.
Chhattisgarh.
VERSUS
RESPONDENTS 1. Dr. Banshilal Mahto S/o Late Dhaniram Mahto Aged about 73 Years R/o House

No. 31, Ward No. 7, Champa Road, Main Road, Korba, Civil & Revenue Distt.
Korba Chhattisgarh.

2. Charan Das Mahant S/o Bisahu Das Mahant Aged About 59 Years R/o House No.
623, Mahant Para, Post-Saragaon, Tah. Champa, Distt. Janjgir-Champa
Chhattisgarh.

3. Heera Singh Markam S/o Late Dev Sai Markam Aged about 79 Years R/o Village

& Post-Tiwrata, Tah. Pali, Civil & Revenue Distt. Korba Chhattisgarh.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Jeevan lal Rautel S/o Bisauha Ram Rautel Aged about 48 Years R/o House No.
224, Kolanpara, Village-Danauli, Post-Korja, Tah. Pendra Road, Distt. Bilaspur,
Chhattisgarh.

Amar Nath Pandey S/o Late Brajraj Pandey Aged About 48 Years R/o H.I.G. 128,
M.P. Nagar, Korba Distt. Korba Chhattisgarh.

Dhan Singh Dhurve S/o Sri Rangaee Dhurve Aged About 43 Years R/o Navgaee,
Post-Raghunath Nagar, Tah. Wadrafnagar, Surguja Division, Distt. Balrampur
C.G., Pin-497225, Chhattisgarh.

Pratap Bhanu S/o Gulab Singh Aged About 45 Years R/o Village & Post-
Semardarri, Tah. & Post-Marwahi, Distt. Bilaspur, Chhattisgarh.

Charan Bhaiyya S/o Ramcharan Aged about 45 Years R/o Girari, Post-Nawagaon,
Tah. Pendra Road, Distt. Bilaspur, Chhattisgarh.

Jata Shankar Pandey S/o Jagdamba Aged About 38 Years R/o Salwa, Post-Ghutra,
P.S. Manendragarh, Distt. Koria C.G., District : Koriya (Baikunthpur),
Chhattisgarh.

S. R. Anchal S/o Late Mungeliha Das Aged about 44 Years R/o Dr. Ambedkar
Chowk, House No. 632, Ward No. 39, Ayodhyapuri, Post-Ntpc Jamnipali, P.S.
Darri, Distt.-Korba Chhattisgarh.

Chandra Bhuwan Pratap Singh Kanwar S/o Mool Chand Kanwar Aged about 36
Years R/o Jambahar, Post. Balco Nagar, Civil & Revenue Distt. Korba,
Chhattisgarh.

Laxman Lal Kaiwarty S/o Birbal Aged About 44 Years R/o Purani Basti, Darri
Post.-Jamnipali, Tah. Katghora, Distt. Korba, Chhattisgarh.

Phuleshwar Prasad Surjaeeha S/o Shambhunath Surjaceha Aged about 71 Years
R/o Dhinouchi, Post-Siwni, Tah. Marwahi, Distt. Bilaspur, Chhattisgarh.

Rajesh Kumar Pandey S/o Bharat Kumar Pandey Aged About 42 Years R/o Old
Kashinagar Khapra Bhattha, Budhwari Bazar, Korba, House No. 1106, Ward No.
16, Korba, Distt. Korba, Chhattisgarh.

Dr. Urmila Singh Marko D/o Rai Singh Marko Aged About 49 Years R/o Behind
Secl Colony, Bandhwapara, Sarkanda, Bilaspur, Distt. Bilaspur Chhattisgarh.

Harbhajan Singh Shyam S/o Sumer Singh Aged About 33 Years R/o House
No. L/101 Chief House Bartunga, Post.-Chirmiri, Tah. Khadgawan, Pin-497449,
District : Koriya (Baikunthpur), Chhattisgarh.

Rajendra Singh Kanwar S/o Late Jai Singh Kanwar Aged About 32 Years R/o
House No. 563/1/3 Padhimar Balco Nagar, Distt. Korba Chhattisgarh.

Mohan Lal Bargahi S/o Ramadhin Bargahi Aged About 60 Years R/o Ward No.
09, South Jhagrakhand, Tah. Manendragarh, District : Koriya (Baikunthpur),
Chhattisgarh.

Fatte Singh Shyam S/o Jarman Singh Aged About 55 Years R/o Dhinouchi, Post-
Siwni, Tah. Marwabhi, Distt. Bilaspur, Chhattisgarh.

Kewal Goswami S/o Bishnu Bharti Aged About 44 Years R/o Kurma, Post-Dogri,
Tah. Balauda, Distt. Janjgir-Champa, Chhattisgarh.

Sheikh Faoof S/o Sheikh Chand Aged About 46 Years R/o Ward No. 2, Haldibadi,
Chirmiri, District : Koriya (Baikunthput), Chhattisgarh.
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22. Rajesh Kumar Mahant S/o Daroga Das Mahant Aged about 37 Years R/o House
No. 63, Belakachhar, Village-Panchayat Condro, Post Balco Nagar, Tah. & Distt.
Korba, Chhattisgarh.

23. Kamaldev S/o Ram Pratap Bangali Aged About 35 Years Dafaee, Heeragir Dafaee,
Haldibadi, Post-Haldibadi, P.S. Chirmiri, Tah. Khadgavan, Pin-497451, Dis-
trict: Koriya (Baikunthpur), Chhattisgarh.

— Respondents

For the Petitioner : In person.
For Respondent No. 1 : Mr. R. S. Marhas, Advocate.
For Respondent No. 2 : Mr. V. C. Ottalwar, Advocate

Hon’ble Shri Justice Goutam Bhaduri
CAV Judgment/Order

Reserved on 21.02.2018
Pronounced on 20.04.2018

The present election petition touches upon the Parliamentary election held in the year 2014 for Korba
constituency No. 4 Korba wherein respondent No. 1 Banshilal Mahto was declared elected as returned
candidate. In such election respondent No. 1 who contested on behalf of Bhartiya Janta Party had secured
439002 number of votes and the petitioner who contested as an independent candidate has secured 1808
number of votes and the other repsondents secured different number of votes.

@)

(1)

The challenge to the election of respondent No. 1 is on the ground that respondent no. 1 the
returned candidate has not followed the mandatory direction/instructions issued by the chief Elec-
tion Commissioner, Chhattisgarh and the affidavit in the required format was not submitted in the
office of returning officer by all the respondents including the returned candidate (R-1). It is fur-
ther case of the petitioner that the information was required to be submitted u/s 8 of the Represen-
tation of the People Act 1951 (hereinafter referred to as the “Act of 1951”) by all the candidates
who participated in the election but the respondents failed to file such papers before the election
commission and therefore, the nomination of the election itself was void ab-initio. It is further case
of the petitioner that the contesting candidates of the parliamentary election had to file
nomination forms by 05-04-2014, which was the date prescribed for filing nominations in the
office of Election commissioner, korba along-with affidavit. It was stated that the scrutiny of nomi-
nations was fixed for 07-04-2014 and the election was held on 24-4-2014. The counting of ballot
papers was done on 16-05-2014 and the result was also declared on the same date.

It was pleaded that the petitioner filed nomination form along-with affidavit in prescribed pro-
forma as per the direction of the Commission, but respondent no. 1 and other contesting respon-
dents have not submitted the affidavits as required u/s 8 of the Representation of People’s Act
1951. The further case of the petitioner is on the ground that the direction of the Commission was
required to be followed as a statutory mandate, however, the petitioner noticed that none of the
respondents have submitted the affidavit and the information as required u/s 8 of the Act of 1951.
Therefore, when the petitioner after noticing the deficiency in nomination papers of the other
contenting candidates filed his objection before the returning officer, Korba and filed his affidavit,
the same was ignored and the returning officer dismissed the objection by holding that the affidavit
so enclosed by the returned candidate was in proper format. It is the case of the petitioner that the
returned candidate primarily respondent No. 1 had filed the wrong nomination paper which was
accepted by the returning officer and the same ought to have been dismissed in the initial stage
when the objection was raised. Therefore, the election of returned candidate on such ground may
be declared void.
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The pleading of the election petition would show that the averments are being made against other respon-
dents also who contested the election. However, during the course of trial, the petitioner did not much press
upon such averments except the averments made against respondent No. 1 who is returned candidate,
therefore, primarily while adjudicating the election petition, the court is concerned only with the nature of
pleading and proof which is brought on record by the petitioner against respondent No. 1 whose election is
sought to be set aside, The further allegation of the petitioner is that in the earlier election of 2009 the
petitioner secured 23136 votes, however, in subsequent election it was reduced to 1808 for the reason that
he was not provided any security and the transparency in the election process was absent, therefore, the
election is also liable to be cancelled.

In the return, respondent No. 1 denied all the allegations and nothing was admitted. It is contended in reply
that as per sub-section (3) of section 81 of the Representation of People’s Act 1951 since the election
petition was not accompanied by as many copies thereof as per the number of respondents mentioned in the
petition and copies are not attested by the petitioner under his own signature to be a true copy of the
petition, therefore, the petition is defectively filed.

It was further pleaded that the objection filed by the petitioner before the returning officer was rightly
rejected as Section 8 of the Representation of People Act, 1951 prescribed for disqualification of a candidate
only on conviction of candidates for certain offences and the objection did not contain any allegation of
election petitioner that the respondent was convicted. It was further stated that the affidavit along-with
nomination papers was properly sworn by the respondent and the scrutiny of proposal was also not disputed
as the oath and affirmation was taken by the respondent in accordance with law. All the adverse allegations
made in the petition were also denied.

on the basis of pleadings and averments made in the petition, the court has framed the following issues;

S. No. Issues Findings

01. Whether copy of the election petition served Not Proved
to respondent No. 1 is attested by the peti-
tioner under his own signature and whether
the petition has been signed and verified by
the election petitioner ? it not, the effect ?

02. Whether the respondents have not submitted Not Proved
the affidavit and information under Section 8
of the Representation of the People Act, 1951
before the Returning Officer ? If not, the
effect ?

03. Whether the order Annexure P-2 rejecting No
objection filed by the election petitioner is
wrong, illegal and void ?”

04. Whether the returning officer acted illegally No
in not rejecting the nomination papers of the
respondents ?

05. Whether the election is liable to be quashed No
and whether the election petitioner is
entitled to be declared as returned candidate?”

The petitioner examined himself before the Court and except this examination, no other evidence was
adduced. On behalf of the respondent, returned candidate Dr. Bansilal Mahto was examined and Lakhanlal
Dewangan was also examined on his behalf as D.W. 2.

Issues 2, 3& 4 are interlinked with each other as they are arising out of common facts and evidence as such
these issues are being decided together. On behalf of the petitioner written submission have been filed and
he did not appear on different dates so fixed for arguments. The learned counsel appearing on behalf of the
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10.

11.

12.

13.

respondents, submits that the petitioner has not adduced any evidence to prove his case as such no case in
made out in the election petition so as to declare the election of respondent No. 1 as void and except this, no
submission has been made.

In order to find out the fact whether the election petitioner was able to prove his case beyond the reasonable
doubt, the pleadings and evidence were examined. In the statement of the petitioner Shambhu Prasad Sharma,
he has stated that on 07-04-2014 when the scrutiny was fixed before the returning officer, korba, he had filed
an objection that except the petitioner, no other candidate has filed the nomination forms according to the
proforma set out by the election commission. It is stated that since the nomination papers should be filed
according to the direction of the Election Commission, the entire candidatures of the nomination papers of
other candidates should have been rejected. There is no admission of any document by the respondent, The
petitioner has not exhibited or proved any document except the oral evidence. The petitioner has not called
for any witness to prove the fact which nomination papers were filed by the returned candidate. If the
petitioner was serious about the same to prove such facts, he could have called for the evidence of the
returning officer to prove the document. Along-with the petition, bunch of photocopies of the documents
have been placed, but the documents have not been exhibited and proved in evidence by calling the
originals. The returned candidate in his reply has not admitted those documents and instead he has stated
that they have filed the affidavit as per the requirement of law. Therefore, if the petitioner was certain of the
fact that the nomination papers were not supported by duly sworn affidavit then in order to prove the same,
the documents should have been called and proved before the Court when the documentary evidence exists.
Only on mere say of the petitioner that the affidavit was not executed as per the direction and legally
acceptable procedure, it cannot be taken to be a gospel truth for want of any evidence to accept the averments
of the petitioner. The petitioner himself has failed to prove the nature of the documents which were filed by
respondent No. 1 along-with affidavit when the nomination papers were filed.

As against the statement of the petitioner, respondent No. 1 who has examined himself has deposed that
when he wants to file the nomination paper before the returning officer, Korba, he filled it before him and at
the same time all the requisite documents were filed, He has stated that along-with documents, he has also
filed the property papers. He has further stated that he had filled all the necessary forms and fulfilled the
formalities and thereafter, the returning officer scrutinized the nomination form wherein no defect was
found and having found that no defact exists, allowed him to contest the election. The respondent has
further stated that it is wrong to assert that he has not filled the document as per the proforma of 6-1-98. He
has further stated that his proposer Lakhan Lal Dewangan has also signed the nomination papers and admitted
the fact that instead of full signature of Lakhan Lal Dewangan, he has signed as Lakhan Lal. It is further
stated that the said proposer Lakhan Lal Dewangan is M.L.A., of Katghora constituency and he was elected
prior to the election of the witness i.e., respondent No. 1.

In the cross examination of the petitioner, when he was subsequently asked as to why the copy of document
i.e., format of 6.1.1998 has not been attached to the petition, it was replied by him that he had filed his
objection before the returning officer and has stated about the objection in it. further when it was confronted
that the returning officer has dismissed his plea holding that all the documents were in proper format, no reply
was given instead it was stated that the returning officer was shown the format. Therefore, what is the format,
where it exists was upon the petitioner to prove. Neither any such documents were summoned through proper
authority nor any iota of evidence is on record to hold the form of affidavit sworn by the respondent was bad.

In the evidence of returned candidate, respondent No. 1, he stated that in his nomination form of election,
the proposer Lakhan Lal Dewangan has signed the proposal form wherein he has made his signature as
Lakhan Lal. The witness D.W. 2 Lakhan Lal Dewangan affirming the fact has stated that in the year 2014 he
has signed as proposer of the nomination form of the returned candidate Bansilal Mahto and he has signed
as Lakhan Lal in such paper.

The over all scrutiny of file would show that no documentary evidence is placed and exhibited by the
petitioner in this case. The entire case is contested only on the presumption and oral evidence. The nature of
pleadings and evidence would show that the petitioner has failed to appreciate that when he has come to the
Court by filing election petition, it was his duty to satisfy the Court and discharge the burden of proof to
substantiate the averments of the petition. Neither the copy of Annexure P-2 which was filed along-with the
petition has been proved by the Original nor the Certified copy was called to prove the fact. Simply by
placing a document, presumption cannot be drawn that it was the order dated 07-04-2014 passed by the
returning officer whereby the objection of the petitioner was dismissed. What is the authority of the order and
evidentiary value of it still remains mystery. To conclude, it is held that the petitioner was under duty to prove
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

the fact that Annexure P-2 is result of objection made by the petitioner. The pleadings and the evidence are
as vague as it could be and the petitioner has completely failed to discharge his burden of pleading and proof
in the instant election petition.

In a case law reported in (1999) 1 SCC 666 - L. R. Shivarama Gowda vs. T. M. Chandrashekhar (para 10)
Their Lordship of the Supreme Court have laid down the law that in order to declare an election to be void
under Section 100 (1)(d)(iv), it is absolutely necessary for the election petitioner to plead that the result of
the election so far as it relates to returned candidate has been materially affected by the alleged non-
compliance with the provisions of the Act or of the rules. Now reverting the election petition, it would go to
show that the specific pleading is absent about the fact that the election result has been materially affected
for non-compliance of any rules or the provision. In the case in hand since the court is examining the
allegation of election petition as against the will of the people, therefore, the necessary pleading to this
effect has to be there in the election petition to hold that there is a violation of specific rules or direction
issued by the Election Commission coupled with the fact that the result of the election of the returned
candidate has been materially affected by the alleged non-compliance.

The Supreme court in case of Jeet Mohinder Singh vs. Harminder Singh Jassi (1999) 9 SCC 386 in para
40 held that “the success of a candidate who has won at an election should not be lightly interfered with.
Any petition seeking such interference must strictly conform to the requirements of the law. The Court
further held that setting aside of an election involves serious consequences not only for the returned candidate
and the constitutency, but also for the public at large inasmuch as re-election involves an enormous load on
the public funds and administration. Therefore, the inference is strict pleading of facts has to be followed by
proof of facts.

In view of the pleadings and evidence, the court has no hesitation that the election petitioner has miserably
failed to prove the pleadings and averments made by him. Neither any document has been exhibited which
was attacted with the petition by calling the original nor any officers were called to prove the same. There-
fore, the photocopies of the documents attached with the petition remain as not proved. Consequently, no
cognizance can be taken in this election petition about the existence of such document.

In the result, it is held that the petitioner has not been able to prove that the returning candidate has failed to
give information as per section 8 of the R.P. Act 1951 nor is able to prove that the rejection of the objection
raised by the returning officer was illegal and void. Further, the petitioner has been failed to prove that the
returning officer acted illegally in not rejecting the nomination papers of the respondent thereby the peti-
tioner has failed to prove issue nos. 2, 3 & 4.

With respect to issue no. 1 the said issue was primarily made on the pleading of the returned candidate that
the petitioner had not served the petition under his signature and was not properly verified by him. In this
respect, if the evidence of respondent No. 1 is seen it appears that the respondent was not serious to prove
such fact and only superfluous statement has been made, therefore, only on the basis of averment in
absence of any direct proof thereof the returned candidate has failed to discharge his burden as was raised
by him which was framed under issue No. 1.

Therefore, on over all scrutiny of the entire pleadings and evidence, this court is of the opinion that the
election petitioner has failed to prove the case beyond reasonable doubt. Consequently, the petition cannot
be allowed or entertained only on presumption of facts and oral evidence in the result, the petition has no
merit and is dismissed. No order as to costs.

Sd/-
GOUTAM BHADURI
JUDGE
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ELECTION COMMISSION OF INDIA
Nirvachan Sadan, Ashoka Road, New Delhi-110001

New Delhi, dated 12" June, 2018—22 Jyaistha, 1940 (Saka)

No. 82/CG-HP/(15/2014)/2018.—In pursuance of Section 106 (a) of the Representation of the People Act,
1951 (43 of 1951), the Election Commission hereby publishes Order dated the 20™ April, 2018 of the High Court of
Chhattisgarh, Bilaspur, in Election Petition No. 15 of 2014.

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH, BILASPUR

EP. No. 15 of 2014

PETITIONER : Shambhu Prasad Sharma S/o Late Bansh Gopal Sharma Aged About 70 Years R/o
Village And Post-Seoni, Tah. Marwahi, Civil & Revenue Distt. Bilaspur C.G.
Chhattisgarh.
VERSUS
RESPONDENTS : 1. Dr. Banshilal Mahto S/o Late Dhaniram Mahto Aged about 73 Years R/o House

No. 31, Ward No. 7, Champa Road, Main Road, Korba, Civil & Revenue Distt.
Korba Chhattisgarh.

2. Charan Das Mahant S/o Bisahu Das Mahant Aged About 59 Years R/o House No.
623, Mahant Para, Post-Saragaon, Tah. Champa, Distt. Janjgir-Champa
Chhattisgarh.

3. Heera Singh Markam S/o Late Dev Sai Markam Aged about 79 Years R/o Village

& Post-Tiwrata, Tah. Pali, Civil & Revenue Distt. Korba Chhattisgarh.

4. Jeevan lal Rautel S/o Bisauha Ram Rautel Aged about 48 Years R/o House No.
224, Kolanpara, Village-Danauli, Post-Korja, Tah. Pendra Road, Distt. Bilaspur,
Chhattisgarh.

5. Amar Nath Pandey S/o Late Brajraj Pandey Aged About 48 Years R/o H.I.G. 128,

M.P. Nagar, Korba Distt. Korba Chhattisgarh.

6. Dhan Singh Dhurve S/o Sri Rangaee Dhurve Aged About 43 Years R/o Navgaee,
Post-Raghunath Nagar, Tah. Wadrafnagar, Surguja Division, Distt. Balrampur
C.G., Pin-497225, Chhattisgarh.

7. Pratap Bhanu S/o Gulab Singh Aged About 45 Years R/o Village & Post-
Semardarri, Tah. & Post-Marwahi, Distt. Bilaspur, Chhattisgarh.

8. Charan Bhaiyya S/o0 Ramcharan Aged about 45 Years R/o Girari, Post-Nawagaon,
Tah. Pendra Road, Distt. Bilaspur, Chhattisgarh.

9. Jata Shankar Pandey S/o Jagdamba Aged About 38 Years R/o Salwa, Post-Ghutra,
P.S. Manendragarh, Distt. Koria C.G., District : Koriya (Baikunthpur),
Chhattisgarh.

10. S. R. Anchal S/o Late Mungeliha Das Aged about 44 Years R/o Dr. Ambedkar
Chowk, House No. 632, Ward No. 39, Ayodhyapuri, Post-Ntpc Jamnipali, P.S.
Darri, Distt.-Korba Chhattisgarh.

11. Chandra Bhuwan Pratap Singh Kanwar S/o0 Mool Chand Kanwar Aged about 36
Years R/o Jambahar, Post. Balco Nagar, Civil & Revenue Distt. Korba,
Chhattisgarh.
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

For the Petitioner

For Respondent No. 1
For Respondent No. 2

Laxman Lal Kaiwarty S/o Birbal Aged About 44 Years R/o Purani Basti, Darri
Post.-Jamnipali, Tah. Katghora, Distt. Korba, Chhattisgarh.

Phuleshwar Prasad Surjaeeha S/o Shambhunath Surjaceha Aged about 71 Years
R/o Dhinouchi, Post-Siwni, Tah. Marwabhi, Distt. Bilaspur, Chhattisgarh.

Rajesh Kumar Pandey S/o Bharat Kumar Pandey Aged About 42 Years R/o Old
Kashinagar Khapra Bhattha, Budhwari Bazar, Korba, House No. 1106, Ward No.
16, Korba, Distt. Korba, Chhattisgarh.

Dr. Urmila Singh Marko D/o Rai Singh Marko Aged About 49 Years R/o Behind
Secl Colony, Bandhwapara, Sarkanda, Bilaspur, Distt. Bilaspur Chhattisgarh.

Harbhajan Singh Shyam S/o Sumer Singh Aged About 33 Years R/o House
No. L/101 Chief House Bartunga, Post.-Chirmiri, Tah. Khadgawan, Pin-497449,
District : Koriya (Baikunthpur), Chhattisgarh.

Rajendra Singh Kanwar S/o Late Jai Singh Kanwar Aged About 32 Years R/o
House No. 563/1/3 Padhimar Balco Nagar, Distt. Korba Chhattisgarh.

Mohan Lal Bargahi S/o Ramadhin Bargahi Aged About 60 Years R/o Ward No.
09, South Jhagrakhand, Tah. Manendragarh, District : Koriya (Baikunthpur),
Chhattisgarh.

Fatte Singh Shyam S/o Jarman Singh Aged About 55 Years R/o Dhinouchi, Post-
Siwni, Tah. Marwabhi, Distt. Bilaspur, Chhattisgarh.

Kewal Goswami S/o Bishnu Bharti Aged About 44 Years R/o Kurma, Post-Dogri,
Tah. Balauda, Distt. Janjgir-Champa, Chhattisgarh.

Sheikh Faoof S/o Sheikh Chand Aged About 46 Years R/o Ward No. 2, Haldibadi,
Chirmiri, District : Koriya (Baikunthput), Chhattisgarh.

Rajesh Kumar Mahant S/o Daroga Das Mahant Aged about 37 Years R/o House
No. 63, Belakachhar, Village-Panchayat Condro, Post Balco Nagar, Tah. & Distt.
Korba, Chhattisgarh.

Kamaldev S/o Ram Pratap Bangali Aged About 35 Years Dafaee, Heeragir Dafaee,
Haldibadi, Post-Haldibadi, P.S. Chirmiri, Tah. Khadgavan, Pin-497451, Dis-
trict: Koriya (Baikunthpur), Chhattisgarh.

— Respondents

In person.

Mr. R. S. Marhas, Advocate.

Mr. V. C. Ottalwar, Advocate
Hon’ble Shri Justice Goutam Bhaduri

CAV Judgment/Order

Reserved on 21.02.2018
Pronounced on 20.04.2018

The present election petition touches upon the Parliamentary election held in the year 2014 for Korba
constituency No. 4 Korba wherein respondent No. 1 Banshilal Mahto was declared elected as returned
candidate. In such election respondent No. 1 who contested on behalf of Bhartiya Janta Party had secured
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439002 number of votes and the petitioner who contested as an independent candidate has secured 1808
number of votes and the other repsondents secured different number of votes.

2. @) The challenge to the election of respondent No. 1 is on the ground that respondent no. 1 the
returned candidate has not followed the mandatory direction/instructions issued by the chief
Election Commissioner, Chhattisgarh and the affidavit in the required format was not submitted in
the office of returning officer by all the respondents including the returned candidate (R-1). It is
further case of the petitioner that the information was required to be submitted u/s 8 of the Repre-
sentation of the People Act 1951 (hereinafter referred to as the “Act of 1951”) by all the candidates
who participated in the election but the respondents failed to file such papers before the election
commission and therefore, the nomination of the election itself was void ab-initio. It is further case
of the petitioner that the contesting candidates of the parliamentary election had to file
nomination forms by 05-04-2014, which was the date prescribed for filing nominations in the
office of Election commissioner, korba along-with affidavit. It was stated that the scrutiny of nomi-
nations was fixed for 07-04-2014 and the election was held on 24-4-2014. The counting of ballot
papers was done on 16-05-2014 and the result was also declared on the same date.

(i) It was pleaded that the petitioner filed nomination form along-with affidavit in prescribed pro-
forma as per the direction of the Commission, but respondent no. 1 and other contesting respon-
dents have not submitted the affidavits as required u/s 8 of the Representation of People’s Act
1951. The further case of the petitioner is on the ground that the direction of the Commission was
required to be followed as a statutory mandate, however, the petitioner noticed that none of the
respondents have submitted the affidavit and the information as required u/s 8 of the Act of 1951.
Therefore, when the petitioner after noticing the deficiency in nomination papers of the other
contenting candidates filed his objection before the returning officer, Korba and filed his affidavit,
the same was ignored and the returning officer dismissed the objection by holding that the affidavit
so enclosed by the returned candidate was in proper format. It is the case of the petitioner that the
returned candidate primarily respondent No. 1 had filed the wrong nomination paper which was
accepted by the returning officer and the same ought to have been dismissed in the initial stage
when the objection was raised. Therefore, the election of returned candidate on such ground may
be declared void.

3. The pleading of the election petition would show that the averments are being made against other respon-
dents also who contested the election. However, during the course of trial, the petitioner did not much press
upon such averments except the averments made against respondent No. 1 who is returned candidate,
therefore, primarily while adjudicating the election petition, the court is concerned only with the nature of
pleading and proof which is brought on record by the petitioner against respondent No. 1 whose election is
sought to be set aside, The further allegation of the petitioner is that in the earlier election of 2009 the
petitioner secured 23136 votes, however, in subsequent election it was reduced to 1808 for the reason that
he was not provided any security and the transparency in the election process was absent, therefore, the
election is also liable to be cancelled.

4. In the return, respondent No. 1 denied all the allegations and nothing was admitted. It is contended in reply
that as per sub-section (3) of section 81 of the Representation of People’s Act 1951 since the election
petition was not accompanied by as many copies thereof as per the number of respondents mentioned in the
petition and copies are not attested by the petitioner under his own signature to be a true copy of the
petition, therefore, the petition is defectively filed.

5. It was further pleaded that the objection filed by the petitioner before the returning officer was rightly
rejected as Section 8 of the Representation of People Act, 1951 prescribed for disqualification of a candidate
only on conviction of candidates for certain offences and the objection did not contain any allegation of
election petitioner that the respondent was convicted. It was further stated that the affidavit along-with
nomination papers was properly sworn by the respondent and the scrutiny of proposal was also not disputed
as the oath and affirmation was taken by the respondent in accordance with law. All the adverse allegations
made in the petition were also denied.
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6. on the basis of pleadings and averments made in the petition, the court has framed the following issues;
S. No. Issues Findings

01. Whether copy of the election petition served Not Proved
to respondent No. 1 is attested by the peti-
tioner under his own signature and whether
the petition has been signed and verified by
the election petitioner ? it not, the effect ?
02. Whether the respondents have not submitted Not Proved
the affidavit and information under Section 8
of the Representation of the People Act, 1951
before the Returning Officer ? If not, the
effect ?
03. Whether the order Annexure P-2 rejecting No
objection filed by the election petitioner is
wrong, illegal and void ?”
04. Whether the returning officer acted illegally No
in not rejecting the nomination papers of the
respondents ?
05. Whether the election is liable to be quashed No
and whether the election petitioner is
entitled to be declared as returned candidate?”

7. The petitioner examined himself before the Court and except this examination, no other evidence was
adduced. On behalf of the respondent, returned candidate Dr. Bansilal Mahto was examined and Lakhanlal
Dewangan was also examined on his behalf as D.W. 2.

8. Issues 2, 3& 4 are interlinked with each other as they are arising out of common facts and evidence as such
these issues are being decided together. On behalf of the petitioner written submission have been filed and
he did not appear on different dates so fixed for arguments. The learned counsel appearing on behalf of the
respondents, submits that the petitioner has not adduced any evidence to prove his case as such no case in
made out in the election petition so as to declare the election of respondent No. 1 as void and except this, no
submission has been made.

9. In order to find out the fact whether the election petitioner was able to prove his case beyond the reasonable

doubt, the pleadings and evidence were examined. In the statement of the petitioner Shambhu Prasad Sharma,
he has stated that on 07-04-2014 when the scrutiny was fixed before the returning officer, korba, he had filed
an objection that except the petitioner, no other candidate has filed the nomination forms according to the
proforma set out by the election commission. It is stated that since the nomination papers should be filed
according to the direction of the Election Commission, the entire candidatures of the nomination papers of
other candidates should have been rejected. There is no admission of any document by the respondent, The
petitioner has not exhibited or proved any document except the oral evidence. The petitioner has not called
for any witness to prove the fact which nomination papers were filed by the returned candidate. If the
petitioner was serious about the same to prove such facts, he could have called for the evidence of the
returning officer to prove the document. Along-with the petition, bunch of photocopies of the documents
have been placed, but the documents have not been exhibited and proved in evidence by calling the
originals. The returned candidate in his reply has not admitted those documents and instead he has stated
that they have filed the affidavit as per the requirement of law. Therefore, if the petitioner was certain of the
fact that the nomination papers were not supported by duly sworn affidavit then in order to prove the same,
the documents should have been called and proved before the Court when the documentary evidence exists.
Only on mere say of the petitioner that the affidavit was not executed as per the direction and legally
acceptable procedure, it cannot be taken to be a gospel truth for want of any evidence to accept the averments
of the petitioner. The petitioner himself has failed to prove the nature of the documents which were filed by
respondent No. 1 along-with affidavit when the nomination papers were filed.
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10.
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12.

13.

14.

15.

As against the statement of the petitioner, respondent No. 1 who has examined himself has deposed that
when he wants to file the nomination paper before the returning officer, Korba, he filled it before him and at
the same time all the requisite documents were filed, He has stated that along-with documents, he has also
filed the property papers. He has further stated that he had filled all the necessary forms and fulfilled the
formalities and thereafter, the returning officer scrutinized the nomination form wherein no defect was
found and having found that no defact exists, allowed him to contest the election. The respondent has
further stated that it is wrong to assert that he has not filled the document as per the proforma of 6-1-98. He
has further stated that his proposer Lakhan Lal Dewangan has also signed the nomination papers and admitted
the fact that instead of full signature of Lakhan Lal Dewangan, he has signed as Lakhan Lal. It is further
stated that the said proposer Lakhan Lal Dewangan is M.L.A., of Katghora constituency and he was elected
prior to the election of the witness i.e., respondent No. 1.

In the cross examination of the petitioner, when he was subsequently asked as to why the copy of document
i.e., format of 6.1.1998 has not been attached to the petition, it was replied by him that he had filed his
objection before the returning officer and has stated about the objection in it. further when it was confronted
that the returning officer has dismissed his plea holding that all the documents were in proper format, no reply
was given instead it was stated that the returning officer was shown the format. Therefore, what is the format,
where it exists was upon the petitioner to prove. Neither any such documents were summoned through proper
authority nor any iota of evidence is on record to hold the form of affidavit sworn by the respondent was bad.

In the evidence of returned candidate, respondent No. 1, he stated that in his nomination form of election,
the proposer Lakhan Lal Dewangan has signed the proposal form wherein he has made his signature as
Lakhan Lal. The witness D.W. 2 Lakhan Lal Dewangan affirming the fact has stated that in the year 2014 he
has signed as proposer of the nomination form of the returned candidate Bansilal Mahto and he has signed
as Lakhan Lal in such paper.

The over all scrutiny of file would show that no documentary evidence is placed and exhibited by the
petitioner in this case. The entire case is contested only on the presumption and oral evidence. The nature of
pleadings and evidence would show that the petitioner has failed to appreciate that when he has come to the
Court by filing election petition, it was his duty to satisfy the Court and discharge the burden of proof to
substantiate the averments of the petition. Neither the copy of Annexure P-2 which was filed along-with the
petition has been proved by the Original nor the Certified copy was called to prove the fact. Simply by
placing a document, presumption cannot be drawn that it was the order dated 07-04-2014 passed by the
returning officer whereby the objection of the petitioner was dismissed. What is the authority of the order and
evidentiary value of it still remains mystery. To conclude, it is held that the petitioner was under duty to prove
the fact that Annexure P-2 is result of objection made by the petitioner. The pleadings and the evidence are
as vague as it could be and the petitioner has completely failed to discharge his burden of pleading and proof
in the instant election petition.

In a case law reported in (1999) 1 SCC 666 - L. R. Shivarama Gowda vs. T. M. Chandrashekhar (para 10)
Their Lordship of the Supreme Court have laid down the law that in order to declare an election to be void
under Section 100 (1)(d)(iv), it is absolutely necessary for the election petitioner to plead that the result of
the election so far as it relates to returned candidate has been materially affected by the alleged non-
compliance with the provisions of the Act or of the rules. Now reverting the election petition, it would go to
show that the specific pleading is absent about the fact that the election result has been materially affected
for non-compliance of any rules or the provision. In the case in hand since the court is examining the
allegation of election petition as against the will of the people, therefore, the necessary pleading to this
effect has to be there in the election petition to hold that there is a violation of specific rules or direction
issued by the Election Commission coupled with the fact that the result of the election of the returned
candidate has been materially affected by the alleged non-compliance.

The Supreme court in case of Jeet Mohinder Singh vs. Harminder Singh Jassi (1999) 9 SCC 386 in para
40 held that “the success of a candidate who has won at an election should not be lightly interfered with.
Any petition seeking such interference must strictly conform to the requirements of the law. The Court
further held that setting aside of an election involves serious consequences not only for the returned candidate
and the constitutency, but also for the public at large inasmuch as re-election involves an enormous load on
the public funds and administration. Therefore, the inference is strict pleading of facts has to be followed by
proof of facts.
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16.

17.

18.

19.

In view of the pleadings and evidence, the court has no hesitation that the election petitioner has miserably
failed to prove the pleadings and averments made by him. Neither any document has been exhibited which
was attacted with the petition by calling the original nor any officers were called to prove the same. There-
fore, the photocopies of the documents attached with the petition remain as not proved. Consequently, no
cognizance can be taken in this election petition about the existence of such document.

In the result, it is held that the petitioner has not been able to prove that the returning candidate has failed to
give information as per section 8 of the R.P. Act 1951 nor is able to prove that the rejection of the objection
raised by the returning officer was illegal and void. Further, the petitioner has been failed to prove that the
returning officer acted illegally in not rejecting the nomination papers of the respondent thereby the peti-
tioner has failed to prove issue nos. 2, 3 & 4.

With respect to issue no. 1 the said issue was primarily made on the pleading of the returned candidate that
the petitioner had not served the petition under his signature and was not properly verified by him. In this
respect, if the evidence of respondent No. 1 is seen it appears that the respondent was not serious to prove
such fact and only superfluous statement has been made, therefore, only on the basis of averment in
absence of any direct proof thereof the returned candidate has failed to discharge his burden as was raised
by him which was framed under issue No. 1.

Therefore, on over all scrutiny of the entire pleadings and evidence, this court is of the opinion that the
election petitioner has failed to prove the case beyond reasonable doubt. Consequently, the petition cannot
be allowed or entertained only on presumption of facts and oral evidence in the result, the petition has no
merit and is dismissed. No order as to costs.

Sd/-
GOUTAM BHADURI
JUDGE

By order,

Sd/-
(NARENDRA N. BUTOLIA)
Principal Secretary,
Election Commission of India.




