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LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT DEPARTMENT
NOTIFICATION
Shimla, the 05" May, 2015

No. Sharm (A) 6-1/2014 (Awards).—In exercise of the powers vested under section 17(1)
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, the Governor Himachal Pradesh is pleased to order the
publication of awards of the following cases announced by the Presiding Officer, Labour Court
Shimla on the website of the Department of Labour & Employment of the Government of
Himachal Pradesh:—

26—TSTUS / 2015—08—05—2015 (699)
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SI. No. Case No. Title of the Case Date of
August, 2013 Award
l. 22/2012  Shri Pardeep Kumar V/s XEN, HPSEB Shimla. 12-02-2015
2. 96/2010  |Shri Hari Ram V/s HPSEB, Shimla. 11-03-2015
3. 20/2012  [Shri Hari Singh V/s HPSEB Chopal. 11-03-2015
4. 13/2014  |Shri Rakesh Kumar V/S Dagshai Public School, Solan. |{10-03-2015
5. 14/2014  |Shri Manju Bala V/S -do- 10-03-2015
By order,
Sd/-

Pr. Secretary (Labour & Employment).

IN THE COURT OF A.S JASWAL, PRESIDING JUDGE, HP INDUSTRIAL
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, SHIMLA

Refno. 22 of 2012.
Instituted on 31.5.2012.
Decided on. 12.2.2015.

Pradeep Kumar S/o Shri Paras Ram R/o Pragti Kuteer, Shanan New Bhalai, P.O Sanjauli
Shimla (HP). . .Petitioner.

VS.

The Executive Engineer, H.P.S.E.B. Electrical Division, Shimla, District Shimla, H.P.
. .Respondent.

Reference under section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947.

For petitioner: Shri Rahul Kashyap, Advocate.
For respondent: Shri Ramakant Sharma, Advocate.
AWARD

The reference, for adjudication, is as under:

“Whether termination of the services of Shri Pradeep Kumar S/o Shri Paras Ram R/o
Pragati Kuteer Shanan, new Bhalai, P.O Sanjauli Shimla (HP) by the Executive
Engineer, HPSEB Electricla Division Shimla District Shimla w.e.f. 26.2.1994 without
following the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, is legal and justified? If
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not, to what amount of back wages, seniority, past service benefits and compensation
the above workman is entitled to from the above employer?”

2. In nutshell, the case of the petitioner is that he was initially engaged as daily waged
beldar, on 26.2.1988, by the respondent and worked as such till 25.5.1988. Again, he was
reengaged on 5.1.1990 and continued till 18.11.1991, when his services were dispensed with
without following the provisions of the Industrial disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred as Act). It
is further averred that on 7.6.1994, he had been given assurance by the concerned XEN that he
would be reengaged as and when the work was to be available. However, the needful was not done.
With the hope that he (petitioner) would be reengaged, he had kept on visiting the office of the
respondent board but of no avail. Ultimately, he raised a demand notice on 29.6.2004 but the same
met with rejection on 28.12.2006. Thus, he made a representation to the Hon’ble Chief Minister
and in pursuance to the directions, made in this regard, by the Hon’ble Chief Minister, the
respondent board processed his case. Despite that, the respondent board dilly-dallied in the matter
of his reengagement. Ultimately, on 24.5.2010, he applied under RTI Act and got obtained the
required information which was supplied to him on 1.7.2010. In the information, so supplied, the
respondent board had admitted its mistake to disengage him. It is alleged that the petitioner had
completed 240 days in a calendar year. Thus, his termination was against the mandatory provisions
of the Act especifically sections 25-F, 25-G and 25-H. It is further maintained that he is not
gainfully employed. Against this back-drop a prayer has been made for his reengagement, with all
the consequential service benefits, including back wages.

3. The claim of the petitioner has been contested on having raised various preliminary
objections including maintainability and that the petitioner is estopped from filing this petition due
to his own acts, conduct etc. On merits, it has been asserted that the petitioner, who had been
engaged, as daily waged beldar, on 25.1.1988, had continued to work as such with breaks till
25.5.1988, when he abandoned the job on his own sweet will. He had not completed 240 days in
any calendar year. Thereafter, he was reengaged w.e.f. 26.4.1990 and continued as such till
25.11.1991 when he again abandoned his job. Thereafter, he was reengaged on 10.2.1994 and
continued till 25.3.1994 when he again left his job. The demand notice which had been raised by
the petitioner was rightly rejected by the appropriate government. It is admitted that he had been
supplied information on 1.7.2010. Since, the petitioner had abandoned his job, on his own, there is
no question that his services had been terminated in violation of the provisions of sections 25-F, 25
G and 25-H of the Act. Other allegations denied.

4. By filing rejoinder, the petitioner has reaffirmed his own allegations by denying those
of the respondent.

5. Pleadings of the parties gave rise to the following issues which were struck on
16.3.2013.

1. Whether the termination of service of petitioner by the respondent with effect from
26.2.1994 is in violation of the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947? . .OPP.

2. Ifissue no. 1 is proved in affirmative, to what relief the petitioner is entitled to?

..OPR.
3. Whether this petition is not maintainable as alleged? ..OPR.
4.  Whether the petitioner has abandoned the job at his own? ..OPR.

5. Relief.
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6. I have heard the learned counsel for the parties and have also gone through the record
of the case carefully.

7. For the reasons to be recorded hereinafter while discussing issues for determination,
my findings on the aforesaid issues are as under.

Issue no.1 Accordingly in yes.
Issue no.2 Entitled to reinstatement with seniority and continuity but without back
wages.

Issue no.3 No.
Issue no.4 No.

Relief. Reference answered in favour of the petitioner and against the respondent,
per operative part of award.

Reasons for findings
Issue no.1 & 4.
8.  Being interlinked, both these issues are taken up together for discussion and decision.

9. The contention of the petitioner is that his services w.e.f. 26.2.1994, had been
terminated without following the mandatory provisions of the Act. On the other hand, the defence
version is that, on his own, he had abandoned the job.

10. In his affidavit Ex. PW-1/A, the petitioner (PW-1) has supported all the facts as stated
in the petition on all material counts including that on 18.11.1991, his services had been dispensed
with without notice and paying compensation. He also stated that on 7.6.1994, the concerned XEN
had assured to reengage him subject to the availability of work but of no avail. On 29.6.2004, he
had raised a demand notice which was rejected by the appropriate government on 28.12.2006. He
had got obtained an information under the RTI Act, by moving an application, Ex. PW-1/B and that
the same is Ex. PA. He also stated that he is not gainfully employed anywhere. In the
crossexamination, he denied that for a specific work, he had been engaged and that he did not
complete 240 days in a calendar year. He also denied that, on his own, he had left the job

11. Shri Pratap Singh (RW-1), has stated that the petitioner, on his own, had left the job on
25.5.1988. He also remained absent from 26.1.1988 to 25.2.1988. From 26.4.1990 to 25.11.1991,
he was again reengaged. Ex. R-1 and Ex. R-2, are his mandays chart. In the cross-examination, he
admitted that during 1990 and 1991, the petitioner had completed 240 days. He expressed his
ignorance that the persons, named in mark B, who are junior to the petitioner, were reengaged or
not.

12. From Ex. R-1, mandays chart, it is abundantly clear that w.e.f. 26.4.1990 to 28.3.1991,
the petitioner had worked for 316 days. In his affidavit Ex. PW- 1/A, the petitioner has also stated
that on 18.11.1991, his services had been dispensed with. Although, the reference, which has been
made to this Court pertains to the alleged termination of the services of the petitioner w.e.f.
26.2.1994, without following the provisions of the Act, but there is no such record produced by the
respondent that in fact, the petitioner had worked till 26.2.1994, when his services were allegedly
dispensed with. I may mention that even, from Ex. R-2, the mandays chart, it is abundantly clear
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that the petitioner had worked till 25.4.1991. Since, in the preceding twelve calendar months he
(petitioner) had completed more than 240 days as is evident from Ex. R-2, it was incumbent upon
the respondent to have complied with the provisions of section 25-F of the Act. For the failure of
the respondent to have complied with the provisions of the said Act, I have no hesitation to hold
that his termination w.e.f. 25.4.1991, is against the provisions of the Act. Although, the defence
version is to this effect that the petitioner had abandoned the job, on his own, but in the statement
of Shri Pradeep Kumar (RW-1), it has nowhere come that the petitioner, who had allegedly left the
job, had been sent any notice/communication to resume the work. It has been held by our own
Hon’ble High Court in latest HLJ 2007 (HP) 903 State of HP & Others Vs. Bhatag Ram &
Another. that:—

“Plea of abandonment of job- merely raising the plea of abandonment is nothing but has to
be established on the basis of facts. No facts led to substantiate the plea.”

13. For my above discussion and law laid down by the Hon’ble High Court (supra), I have
no hesitation in holding that the services of the petitioner had been terminated/disengaged, illegally
and in an unjustified manner and that too without complying with the provisions of the Act.
Accordingly, my answer to issue no.1 is in “yes” and issue no.4 is in “no”.

Issue no.2

14. The petitioner has claimed his reinstatement with all the consequential service benefits.
On the other hand, Ld. Counsel for the respondent has urged with vehemence that having regard to
the short period for which the petitioner had remained engaged, he should be awarded
compensation and not reinstatement. In support of his such contention, he has relied upon (2013) 5
SCC 136, Assistant Engineer, Rajasthan Development Corporation and another Vs. Gitam Singh.
However, I am of the view that the manner in which the services of the petitioner had stood
disengaged, he deserves to be reinstated. The services of the petitioner had been terminated on
25.4.1991 but he had raised the demand notice after about 13 years i.e on 29.6.2004. Keeping all
the facts, in mind, it would be in the interest of justice if he is ordered to be reinstated when he had
raised the demand notice i.e w.e.f. 29.6.2004. Accordingly, I order so. As far as grant of back
wages to the petitioner are concerned, I may mention that the Hon ble Supreme Court in 2010 (1)
SLJ S.C 70, M/s Ritu Marbals Vs. Prabhakant Shukla has ruled that “full back wages cannot be
granted mechanically, upon a order of termination be declared illegal. It is further held that
reinstatement must not be accompanied by payment of full back wages even for the period when the
workman remained out of service and contributed little or nothing to the Industry”.

16. Consequently, for what has been stated and observed above, the petitioner is held
entitled to be reinstated in service with seniority and continuity but without back wages from the
date when he raised demand notice i.e w.e.f. 29.6.2004. Thus, my answer to this issue is in “Yes”.

Issue no.3

16. When, the reference came to be made to this Court, the petitioner filed the statement of
claim. Thus, it cannot be said that this petition is not maintainable. Thus, by holding it to be
maintainable, my answer to this issue is in “no”.

Relief.

As a sequel to my discussion/findings on the aforesaid issues, the claim of the petitioner is
partly allowed and as such the respondent is directed to reinstate him with seniority and continuity
but without back wages from the date when he raised demand notice i.e w.e.f. 29.6.2004. Let a
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copy of this award be sent to the appropriate government for publication in official gazette. File,
after completion be consigned to records.

Announced in the open court today this day of 12th Feb., 2015.
(A.SJASWAL),

Presiding Judge,
Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Shimla.

IN THE COURT OF A.S JASWAL, PRESIDING JUDGE, HP INDUSTRIAL
TRIBUNAL-CUM- LABOUR COURT, SHIMLA

Refno. 96 of 2010.
Instituted on 7.8.2010
Decided on. 11.3.2015.

Hari Ram S/o Shri Jathu Ram R/o Vilage Mehri Kathala, P.O Nalti, Tehsil Ghumarwin,
District Bilsapur, HP. . .Petitioner.

VS.
1. The Secy. HPSEB, Vidyut Bhawan, Shimla-4.
2. The Director, STVNL (NJPC), BCS New, Shimla, HP. . .Respondents.
Reference under section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947.
For petitioner: Shri R.K Khidta, Advocate.

For respondent No.1:  Shri Ramakant Sharma, Advocate.
For respondent No.2: ~ Shri S.D Sharma, Advocate.

AWARD
The reference, for adjudication, is as under:

“Whether termination of the services of Shri Hari Ram S/o Shri Jathu Ram by
the above employers w.e.f. 30.4.1991 (F.N) without complying the provisions of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and clause 14 of the Certified Standing Orders of the
HPSEB, is legal and justified? If not, to what relief of service benefits including
reinstatement, arrear of back wages and compensation the above named workman is
entitled to from the above employers?”

2. In nutshell, the case of the petitioner is that he was engaged as driver by the respondent
in the office of Assistant Engineer, Nathpa Jhakri (E) P&M , Sub Division Dhalli, Shimla-12 w.e.f.
1.5.1989 and worked as such till 30.4.1991, continuously. In fact, on 20.4.1991, said Assistant
Engineer had served him notice whereby his services stood terminated/retrenched w.e.f. 30.4.1991.
Immediately, after having been served with said notice, dated 20.4.1991, he filed OA no. 537/1991,
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before the Hon’ble Administrative Tribunal (hereinafter referred as Tribunal), on 29.4.1991, and
the same was allowed vide order dated 2.6.2000. Since, respondent no.1, had felt aggrieved by the
said judgment, a writ petition was filed before the Hon’ble High Court, registered as CWP No.
805/2000, in which the judgment of the Tribunal was set aside, as per judgment passed on
17.12.2004, mainly on the ground that the Tribunal had no jurisdiction to entertain the matter.
However, the Hon’ble High Court had given liberty to the petitioner to approach the appropriate
authority under the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred as Act). It is
further averred that after the passing of judgment of the Hon’ble High Court, the petitioner filed
demand notice before the Labour-cum-Conciliation Officer, Shimla but the conciliation
proceedings failed and thus a reference was caused to be made to this Court. In the order/judgment
dated 2.6.2000, passed by the Tribunal, the termination of the petitioner had been set aside on the
ground that the mandatory provisions of the Act as well as clause 14 of the HPSEB Standing
Orders were violated. It is further averred that the petitioner had completed 240 days in each
calendar year to the satisfaction of the respondents. After his illegal termination, he had continued
to visit the office of the Assistant Engineer, number of times but of no avail. It is further averred
that the respondents have also engaged new persons without calling the petitioner. Since, the
services of the petitioner had been terminated in violation of the provisions of section 25-F, 25-G,
25-H and 25-N of the Act as well as Standing Orders of the HPSEB, he deserves to be reinstated
with all the consequential service benefits including full back wages and regularization.

3. The claim of the petitioner has been contested by respondent no.1 on having raised
various preliminary objections including maintainability, limitation and that it is bad for non
joinder and mis-joinder of necessary parties because w.e.f. 1.8.1991, all assets, works, liabilities as
well as staff working for Nathpa Jhakri Project stood transferred and vested in NJPC (now known
as SJVN) which being an independent legal entity is a necessary party. On merits, it has been sated
that at the relevant time, NJPC known as SJVNL was part and parcel of HPSEB but now since
1.8.1991, it is an independent body and working as joint venture under State and Central
governments. The petitioner had been engaged as daily waged driver purely on temporary basis till
the appointment of regular driver, who joined his post on 30.4.1991. It is further pleaded that the
services of the petitioner had been terminated after serving due notice and offering payment in lieu
of notice for retrenchment, wages for such period as the notice fell short of one month, along-with
the retrenchment compensation, in terms of the provisions of the Act but he failed to accept the
same. It is further reiterated that in view of the posting of the new incumbent, the services of the
petitioner were no longer required. As far as the provisions of Standing Orders are concerned, those
are not applicable in the organization of the replying respondent. Annexure RA-6, is the copy of
order dated 31.7.1991, transferring all the assets and liabilities to the NJPC. Since, the
disengagement of the petitioner w.e.f. 30.4.1991, had been made by the competent authority, in
accordance with law, therefore, such action is perfectly legal and warrants no interference. Other
allegations either admitted or denied.

4. Respondent no.2, also contested the claim of the petitioner by raising preliminary
objection qua maintainability. On merits, it has been stated that well before 1.8.1991, when the
SJVN (respondent no.2) came into being, as an independent entity, the services of the petitioner
had already stood terminated by respondent no.l. It is further averred that HPSEB rules and
regulations continue to govern the service conditions of those employees who had been transferred
to SJVN Ltd. Since, the replying respondent had not in any way involved in the engagement or
retrenchment of the services of the petitioner, no relief can be claimed against it. Other allegations
denied.

5. By filing rejoinders, the petitioner has reaffirmed his own allegations by denying those
of the respondents.



706 IoTaE, fRHEeT e, 08 HS, 2015 /18 dYRY, 1937

6. Pleadings of the parties gave rise to the following issues which were struck on
2.4.2011.

1.  Whether the services of the workman Hari Ram have been terminated in an illegal
manner without complying the provisons of the Industrial Disputes Act and standing

orders of the respondent Board as alleged? ..OPP.
2. If issue no. 1 is proved in affirmative, whether petitioner workman is entitled for

reinstatement, back wages and other statutory benefits as prayed? ..OPP.
3. Whether this claim petition is not maintainable? . .OPR.
4. Relief.

7. I have heard the learned counsel for the parties and have also gone through the record
of the case carefully.

8. For the reasons to be recorded hereinafter while discussing issues for determination,
my findings on the aforesaid issues are as under.

Issue no.1 Accordingly in yes.

Issue no.2 Entitled to reinstatement with seniority and continuity but without back
wages.

Issue no.3.  Yes against respondent no.2.

Relief. Reference answered in favour of the petitioner and against the respondent

No.1, per operative part of award.
Reasons for findings
Issue no.l & 2.

9. Being interlinked and interconnected, both these issues are taken up together for
discussion and decision.

10. It has been specifically stated by the petitioner that consequent upon notice, dated
20.4.1991, his services had stood terminated w.e.f. 30.4.1991 in violation of the provisions of the
Act. The plea of respondent no.1 is that on having complied with the provisions of the Act, the
services of the petitioner had been legally terminated. Since, a regular incumbent/driver had joined
his duties w.e.f. 1.5.1991, the petitioner is not entitled for any relief. The stand taken by respondent
no.2 is that on 1.8.1991, when it come into being, as an independent entity, neither the services of
the petitioner had been transferred to it nor it, in any manner, had played role as far as his
termination w.e.f. 30.4.1991 was concerned.

11. The petitioner (PW-1) in his affidavit has reaffirmed the allegations as made in the
petition on all material counts including that he had completed 240 days in each calendar year
before his services were terminated in violation of the provisions of the Act. He categorically stated
that the notice which had been issued to him, was not proper. Without calling him back to join
service, the respondents have engaged new persons. In the cross-examination, he stated that w.e.f.
1.8.1991, NJPC (project) is known as SJVN. As far as HPSEB and NJPC are concerned, those are



o0, fR9rEeT Uen, 08 HS, 2015 /18 dYRI, 1937 707

separate entities. He denied that on 1.5.1991, he had been issued notice of termination of services
with wages of one month vide mark X and that he refused to receive the same. He denied that on
30.4.1991, Shri Harish Chander, joined as regular driver. He admitted that after bifurcation, there
was no liability of HPSEB. When cross-examined on behalf of respondent no.2, he admitted that
when he was appointed, Nathpa Jhakri Project was being executed by HPSEB. He further admitted
that he had been appointed by the Board and his services had been terminated by it (Board).

12. Shri Deepak Chauhan (PW-2), stated that he could not bring the summoned record
pertaining to Hari Ram (petitioner) because the same is not available with the Board for the reason
that it already stood transferred/sent to NJPC on 1.8.1991. In OA No. 537/1991, in which
Electricity Board was a party, its stand was that the petitioner was its worker. The petitioner had
worked continuously from 1.5.1989 to 30.4.1991. On being cross-examined on behalf of
respondent no.1, he admitted that HPSEB, after 1.8.1991, had no control of the workers who were
employees of NJPC. When, cross-examined on behalf of respondent no.2, he admitted that SJVN
came into existence on 1.8.1991 and that the petitioner had been engaged by the Board which
terminated his services. He further admitted that the employees/workers who had come on the rolls,
of SJVNL, from the Board, on secondment basis, their list had been prepared. In that list, the name
of the petitioner did not figure.

13. Shri Jagat Ram (RW-1) has stated that on 1.5.1989, the petitioner was engaged as
driver on daily wages basis and that he worked, till 30.4.1991, continuously. In order to retrench
the services of the petitioner, he had been issued notice dated 20.4.1991, which is mark A. The
petitioner had been paid retrenchment compensation. HPSEB and SJVNL are separate entities. In
the cross-examination, he admitted that NJPC (project) and its offices were being run by HPSEB
till 31.7.1991. The petitioner who had been engaged by HPSEB in Nathpa Jhakri Project, was
disengaged by HPSEB on 30.4.1991. Only that staff had been transferred from NJPC to SJVNL
which had been in service on 31.7.1991. On having ben cross-examined, on behalf of respondent
no.1, he stated that he has brought no such record on the basis of which it could be said that the
petitioner had completed 240 days. The services of the petitioner had been terminated on the basis
of the notice dated 20.4.1991, the copy of which is Ex. RX. The Board has its standing orders. He
admitted that on 20.4.1991, the provisions of the Act were applicable to Electricity Board. He
admitted that if a worker had to be terminated, he was required to be given one month’s notice. The
petitioner had not been issued one month’s notice. He also admitted that along-with notice dated
20.4.1991, no compensation had been paid/sent to the petitioner. He further admitted that the work
which the petitioner was performing is still available with the Board, NJPC and SJVNL.

14. Shri Surender Sharma (RW-2) who has appeared as a witness, on behalf of respondent
no.2, has stated that SJVNL started running the Project, which was being earlier run by NJPC,
w.e.f. 1.8.1991 vide notification, Ex. RW-1/C. The employees who had been working with NJPC
till 31.7.1991 were transferred to SJVNL. The services of the petitioner had never been transferred
to SJVNL for the reason that the same stood already retrenched by the HPSEB on 30.4.1991. In the
cross-examination, he admitted that even today, the work of driver is available in STVNL.

15. From the evidence, which has been referred to above, it is abundantly clear that the
provisions of the Act were applicable to HPSEB on 20.4.1991, when a notice for the termination of
the petitioner was issued. It has been admitted by Shri Jagat Ram (RW-1) that one month’s notice
was required to be issued to the petitioner for terminating his services. It has been stated by the
petitioner that he had completed 240 days in each calendar year before his termination. PW-2, Shri
Deepak Chauhan has stated that the petitioner had continuously worked from 1.5.1989 to
30.4.1991. Since, from the evidence, on record, it stands proved that before his termination, the
petitioner had completed 240 days, respondent no.1 (HPSEB) was required to have complied with
the provisions of section 25-F of the Act before terminating his services w.e.f. 30.4.1991. Since, the
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mandatory provisions of the Act had not been complied by respondent no.1 before terminating the
services of the petitioner, I hold his termination w.e.f. 30.4.1991 to be illegal and unjustified.

16. Now, the question arises as to what service benefits the petitioner is entitled to. I may
mention that from the record, it is clearly borne out that the services of the petitioner had come to
be retrenched /terminated w.e.f. 30.4.1991. Although, a plea has been taken by respondent no.1,
that, when SJVNL came into being, as a separate entity, the services of the employees of
HPSEB/NJPC, stood transferred to it. Since, the services of the petitioner had already stood
terminated w.e.f. 30.4.1991, he was not transferred to SJVNL. It has been specifically stated by
PW-2 (Deepak Chauhan) that the employees/workers who had been transferred to SJTVNL, their list
had been prepared and in that list the name of the petitioner did not figure. When, the services of
the petitioner had not been terminated by respondent no.2, it cannot be directed to reinstate him.
As, the services of the petitioner had been illegally terminated by respondent no.1 (HPSEB) w.e.f.
30.4.1991, it is duty bound to reinstate him w.e.f. 1.5.1991. As far as grant of back wages to the
petitioner are concerned, I may mention that the Hon ble Supreme Court in 2010 (1) SLJ S.C 70,
M/s Ritu Marbals Vs. Prabhakant Shukla has ruled that “full back wages cannot be granted
mechanically, upon a order of termination be declared illegal. It is further held that reinstatement
must not be accompanied by payment of full back wages even for the period when the workman
remained out of service and contributed little or nothing to the Industry”.

17. The petitioner has also claimed regularization in service. His such claim cannot be
looked into by this Court because as far as his regularization is concerned, it is to be ordered by the
department concerned as per the Policy of the State Government regarding regularization of daily
wagers.

18. Consequently, for what has been stated and observed above, the petitioner is held
entitled to be reinstated in service with seniority and continuity but without back wages w.e.f.
1.5.1991. Thus, both these issues are answered accordingly.

Issue no.3

19. An objection has been taken by the respondents that this petition is not legally
maintainable. I may mention that as far as the maintainability of this petition against respondent
no.2, is concerned, it cannot be said to be legally maintainable against it because at the relevant
time neither the petitioner had been engaged by it, on 1.5.1989, nor his services were terminated by
it w.e.f. 30.4.1991 consequent upon the notice dated 20.4.1991. Thus, I hold that although this
petition is legally maintainable against respondent no.1, it is not maintainable against respondent
no.2. Thus, this issue is answered accordingly.

Relief.

As a sequel to my discussion/findings on the aforesaid issues, the claim of the petitioner is
partly allowed and as such respondent no.1 (HPSEB) is directed to reinstate him with seniority and
continuity but without back wages w.e.f. 1.5.1991. Let a copy of this award be sent to the
appropriate government for publication in official gazette. File, after completion be consigned to
records.

Announced in the open court today this day of 11th March, 2015.

(A.SJTASWAL),
Presiding Judge,
Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Shimla.
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IN THE COURT OF A .S JASWAL, PRESIDING JUDGE, HP INDUSTRIAL
TRIBUNAL-CUM- LABOUR COURT, SHIMLA.

Refno. 20 of 2012.
Instituted on 31.5.2012
Decided on. 11.3.2015.

Hari Singh S/o Sh. Kumbia Ram R/O Village Thundara, P.O. Malot, Tehsil Chopal, Distt.
Shimla, H.P. . .Petitioner.

VS.

The Executive Engineer, H.P.S.E.B. Electrical Division, Chopal, District Shimla, H.P.
. .Respondent.

Reference under section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947.
For petitioner: ~ Shri Sanjeev Sharma, Advocate.
For respondent: Shri Ramakant Sharma, Advocate.
AWARD
The reference, for adjudication, is as under:

“Whether termination of the services of Shri Hari Singh S/O Sh. Kumbia Ram
R/O Village Thundara, P.O. Malot, Tehsil Chopal, Distt. Shimla HP by the Executive
Engineer, H.P.S.E.B. Electrical Division, Chopal, Distt. Shimla. w.e.f. 25.1.1990
without following the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, is legal and
justified ? If not, to what amount of back wages, seniority, past service benefits and
compensation the above workman is entitled to from the above employer?”

2. Innutshell, the case of the petitioner is that he was employed as daily waged beldar on
26.12.1985 in the Himachal Pradesh State Electricity Board, Electric Division, Nerwa under the
Electric Division Theog. In the year, 1990, a new division was created namely HPSEB, Chopal and
after the creation of new division, his services were transferred to HPSEb Sub Division Nerwa
(now Kupvi) under the HPSEB Electric Division, Chopal. To the satisfaction of his superiors, he
had been performing his duties honestly and sincerely. It is further averred that he had been
working continuously and uninterruptedly except some fictional breaks. However, on 25.1.1990, he
was orally told by the concerned Assistant Engineer that his services were no longer required and
as such he was not to come for duties w.e.f. 26.1.1990. In this way, his services were terminated
without complying with the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred as
Act) as well as Standing Orders framed and notified by the respondent board. Even, the principles
of First come Last go was not followed. It is further averred that at the time of his disengagement, it
was told that he would be called back/reengaged as and when work was to be available. Thereafter,
he continued to visit the office of SDO concerned with the request to reengage him but of no avail.
In the year, 1996, he came to know that many fresh persons namely S/Shri Ram Lal, Lachhi Ram,
Dharam Singh and Ratti Ram had been engaged by the competent authority in Sub Division
HPSEB Kupvi. Since, he had not been called for reemployment, he visited the office of the
respondent with the request to reengage him but the needful was not done. In these circumstances,
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he was compelled to approach the Hon’ble High Court by filing Civil Writ Petition which was
registered as CWP no. 962/1996 titled as Hari Singh Vs. HPSEB, which was disposed of vide
judgment dated 1.8.1996 whereby he (petitioner) was afforded opportunity to file representation
within three weeks to his employer who (employer) was to dispose of the same within four weeks.
In compliance to the directions issued by the Hon’ble High Court, he submitted a detailed
representation to the respondent board in which he submitted his termination to be in utter violation
of the provisions of section 25-F, 25-G and 25-H of the Act as well as Standing Orders, framed and
notified by the respondent. However, without looking the factual position as well as legal
submission, made by the petitioner, his representation was rejected. Thereafter, he served a demand
notice on the competent authority and during conciliation proceedings, Executive Engineer,
HPSEB Chopal, filed detailed reply wherein it was averred that the services of the petitioner were
never terminated but he had left the same on his own. In that reply, the employer had admitted that
after his termination, many fresh persons had been engaged without calling the petitioner to join
duties. Since, the conciliation proceedings had failed, a report, in this regard, was made to the
Labour Commissioner Himachal Pradesh under section 12 of the Act. It is averred that the Labour
Commissioner, without having appreciated the facts, declined the making of reference, mainly on
the ground of delay, vide letter dated 1.2.2002. On having felt aggrieved, with the action of the
Labour Commissioner, he (petitioner) approached the Hon’ble High Court by filing Civil Writ
Petition, CWP no. 508 of 2002, which was allowed vide judgment dated 21.5.2007. Against the
judgment passed by the Hon’ble Single Judge, dated 21.5.2007, an LPA bearing no. 157 of 2007,
was filed which was dismissed vide judgment dated 29.3.2012. In this way, a reference was caused
to be made to this Court by the appropriate government. It is averred that since, his services had
been terminated in violation of the mandatory provisions of the Act, especially, 25-F, 25-G and 25
H, he deserves to be reengaged/reinstated with all the consequential service benefits including back
wages.

3. The claim of the petitioner has been contested on having raised various preliminary
objections including maintainability, barred by time and also that the claim raised by the petitioner
suffers from latches. On merits, it has been asserted that the petitioner who had been initially
engaged as daily waged beldar, on muster roll w.e.f. 26.3.1986 had worked as such up to 25.1.1990
under Electric Sub Division, Kupvi under the administrative control of Electric Division, HPSEB
Theog with certain interruptions/breaks. Further, he had never completed 240 days in any calendar
year. It is further averred that the services of the petitioner had never been terminated by the
replying respondent. In fact, on his own, he had left the job by not turning after 25.1.1990. Since,
he had not completed 240 days of continuous service, he had not acquired the status of temporary
workman, under the provisions of the Act, to entitle him for the service of notice as well as
payment of retrenchment compensation. Although, no fresh hands were engaged but three persons
namely S/Shri Ram Lal, Lachhi Ram and Dharam Singh had to be reengaged in pursuance of the
orders/directions passed by the Labour Court. It is further averred that from 1990 till 1996, the
petitioner never raised any dispute. Other allegations either admitted or denied.

4. Pleadings of the parties gave rise to the following issues which were struck on
5.9.2013.

1. Whether the termination of service of petitioner with effect from 25.1.1990 without

following the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is illegal and unjustified as
alleged? .. OPP.

2. Ifissue no. 1 is proved in affirmative, to what benefits the petitioner is entitled to?
. OPR.

3. Relief.
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5. T have heard the learned counsel for the parties and have also gone through the record
of the case carefully.

6. For the reasons to be recorded hereinafter while discussing issues for determination,
my findings on the aforesaid issues are as under.

Issue no.1 Accordingly in yes.
Issue no.2 Entitled to reinstatement w.e.f. 1.1.1996 but without back wages.
Relief. Reference answered in favour of the petitioner and against the respondent,

per operative part of award.
Reasons for findings
Issue no. 1.

7. It has been very specifically stated by the petitioner that his services had been
terminated/disengaged w.e.f. 25.1.1990, by the respondent, without having complied with the
mandatory provisions of the Act. On the other hand, the stand taken by the respondent is to this
effect that since the petitioner, on his own, had left the job on 25.1.1990, and that he had not
remained in continuous service for 240 days in any of the calendar years, there was no necessity to
have complied with the requirements of section 25-F of the Act. The stand of the respondent
regarding fresh engagements is that three persons, as named above, had to be reengaged on the
orders of this Court.

8. In his affidavit Ex. PW-1/A, the petitioner (PW-1) has supported the facts as stated in
the petition on all material counts including that on 25.1.1990, his services had been orally
terminated by the concerned SDO. He also stated that in the year, 1996, when he came to know that
fresh persons had been employed by the competent authority, without having given him preference,
he again visited the office of his employer with the request to reengage him but of no avail. The
persons, who had been engaged after his disengagement are S/Shri Ram Lal, Lachi Ram, Dharam
Singh and Ratti Ram. Since, his services had been terminated in violation of the provisions of the
Act, he deserves to be reengaged with all the consequential benefits. Ex. Pw-1/B, is the reply to his
demand notice. Copy of his mandays chart is Ex. PW-1/C. Ex. PW-1/F, is the copy of CWP No.
508 of 2002. Ex. Pw-1/G, is the copy of LPA no. 157 of 2007. In every calendar year, he had
completed 240 days. In the cross-examination, he deniedthat he used to remain absent from duties
and that his services were never terminated. After 25.1.1990, he was not called for job.

9. Shri Sita Ram (PW-2) has stated from the summoned record that Ex. PW-2/A, is the
copy of the mandays chart of the petitioner as per which, he (petitioner) had been engaged on
26.12.1985, on muster roll. When, his services were terminated, neither any notice was issued nor
he was paid compensation. From 26.1.1987 till 25.12.1987, the petitioner had worked for 309 days,
which has also been shown in Ex. PW-1/C. Juniors, to the petitioner, namely Lachhi Ram, Dharam
Singh and Ratti Ram have been regularized. The status of Shri Ram Lal who is also junior to the
petitioner is that of work charge. The department had terminated the services of the petitioner
orally. Ex. PW-1/G, is the copy of the judgment of LPA, which has been filed by the department.
Ex. PW-2/A has been prepared on the basis of muster roll register. Ex. PW-2/B is the mandays
chart upto 1990. In the cross-examination, he stated that as per the summoned record, Hari Singh
(petitioner) had been engaged on 26.12.1985 as beldar on muster roll. Ex. PW-1/B and Ex. PW 1/E,
have not been prepared by him. He denied that no junior to the petitioner has been in service of the
respondent.
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10. Shri Vijay Kumar (RW-1) has stated that the petitioner, who had been engaged as daily
waged beldar on 26.3.1986, had worked till 25.1.1990. In no calendar year, he had completed 240
days. The department had not terminated the services of the petitioner who, on his own, had left the
job on 25.1.1990 and thereafter, did not turn up. Since, the petitioner had himself, left the job, there
was no necessity to issue him notice and to pay compensation. The department has not engaged any
person junior to the petitioner. Who-so-ever have been engaged, those were engaged on the orders
of the Court. In the cross-examination, he admitted that after 25.1.1990, the department had
engaged other persons on daily wages. Self-stated that, they had been engaged on the orders of the
Court. He admitted that on 25.1.1990, the services of the petitioner had been terminated, orally. He
further admitted that at present there is work available with the department in Electric Sub Division
Kupvi.

11. From the evidence, which has been referred to above, it is abundantly clear that the
petitioner has failed to prove that he had worked for 240 days in a calendar year preceding his
alleged termination. It has been specifically stated by Shri Vijay Kumar (RW-1), that in no calendar
year, the petitioner had completed 240 days. In my considered view, the petitioner has failed to
prove that he has completed 240 days in a calendar year preceding his termination. To claim benefit
under section 25-F of the Act, it was upon the petitioner to have established that prior to his
termination, he had completed 240 days. It has been held in 2009 (120) FLR 1007 an Civil Appeal
no. 4468 of 2005 of Hon’ble Supreme Court incase titled as Relip Nagarpalika Vs. Babuji Gabhaji
Thakore and others that:

“The burden of proof lies on the workman to show that he had worked continuously for 240
days for the preceding one year and it is for the workman to adduce evidence apart from
examining himself to prove the factum of being in employment of the employer.”

Since, the petitioner has failed to prove that he had worked continuously for 240 days in the
preceding one year from the date of his termination, his alleged termination cannot be said to be in
contravention of the provisions of section 25-F of the Act. The evidence further goes to show that
after 25.1.1990, when the services of the petitioner were terminated, the department has engaged
new persons as named above. If new persons were required to be engaged, the department
concerned was required to call the petitioner to join duties in compliance with the mandatory
provisions of the Act. On the record, there is no such document, which may go to show that when
persons junior to the petitioner were engaged, any notice had been issued to him to join his job.
Since, the petitioner has proved, on record, that persons junior to him, as named above, have been
engaged by the respondent after his termination, his termination w.e.f. 25.1.1990, deserves to be
held as illegal and in violation of the provisions of the Act. It has been held by our own Hon’ble
High Court, incase titled as State of HP & Others V/s Bhatag Ram & Anr. as reported in latest HLJ
2007 (HP) 903. that :—

“Continuing of 240 days is not necessary in 12 calendar months. It is not necessary to
workman to complete 240 days during 12 months for taking the benefits of section 25-G &
25-H of the Act.”

12. The defence version is to this effect that the petitioner, on his own, had left the job but
in support thereof, there is no evidence at all. I may mention that if the petitioner had left the job,
on his own, it was incumbent upon the respondent to have issued him notice to join his duties. No
such document has been brought, on record, which may go to show that any such notice had been
issued to the petitioner.

13. For my above discussion and law laid down by the Hon’ble High Court (supra), I have
no hesitation in holding that the services of the petitioner had been terminated/disengaged, illegally
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and in an unjustified manner and that too without complying with the provisions of the Act
especially sections 25-G and 25-H. Accordingly, my answer to this issue is in “Yes”.

Issue no.2

14. The petitioner has claimed his reinstatement with all the consequential service benefits
including back wages. The evidence, on record, goes to show that the services of the petitioner
were terminated, orally, on 25.1.1990 but he pursued his case seriously in the year, 1996 when he
came to know that fresh persons had been given employment by the competent authority. Although,
it is his version that he had kept on going/visiting the concerned office for his reengagement but
there is no cogent evidence, in this regard, on the record,. In case, he had been visiting the
concerned office, he was required to have moved some application for his reengagement. In the
absence of such, I am of the view that only in the year, 1996, the petitioner had taken recourse for
his reengagement. I may mention that only in the year, 1996, he had filed CWP no. 962 of 1996
titled as Hari Singh Vs. HPSEB in the Hon’ble High Court, in which, it had been ordered that he
was to file representation before respondent no.l which was to be decided within four weeks.
Since, the petitioner has failed to prove that w.e.f. 25.1.1990, till 1996, he had taken steps for his
reengagement, I am of the opinion that he should be ordered to be reengagement from the year,
1996 i.e. w.e.f. 1.1.1996. Accordingly, I order so. As far as grant of back wages to the petitioner are
concerned, I may mention that the Hon'ble Supreme Court in 2010 (1) SLJ S.C 70, M/s Ritu
Marbals Vs. Prabhakant Shukla has ruled that “full back wages cannot be granted mechanically,
upon a order of termination be declared illegal. It is further held that reinstatement must not be
accompanied by payment of full back wages even for the period when the workman remained out of
service and contributed little or nothing to the Industry”.

15. Consequently, for what has been stated and observed above, the petitioner is held
entitled to be reinstated in service with seniority and continuity but without back wages w.e.f.
1.1.1996. Thus, my answer to this issue is in “Yes”.

Relief.

As a sequel to my discussion/findings on the aforesaid issues, the claim of the petitioner is
partly allowed and as such the respondents are directed to reinstate him with seniority and
continuity but without back wages w.e.f. 1.1.1996. Let a copy of this award be sent to the
appropriate government for publication in official gazette. File, after completion be consigned to
records.

Announced in the open court today this day of 11th March, 2015.
(A.SJASWAL),

Presiding Judge,
Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Shimla.

Ref.13/2014

Rakesh Kumar V/s Dagshai Public School. Selan
18/3/2015

Present:- Sh. Niranjan Verma Adv. for the petitioner.
Sh. V.K.Gupta AR for the respondent.
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It has been stated by Shri Niranjan Verma, Advocate for the petitioner that already a
compromise has been effected between the parties. He further stated that consequent upon the
compromise, so effected between the parties, the petitioner does not want to proceed with his claim,
arising out of the reference which has been made to this court by the appropriate government,

Since I am satisfied that a lawful compromise has already been effected between parties, |
proceed to record the statement of Sh. Niranjan Verma , Advocate for the petitioner.

Shri V.K.Gupta , AR for the respondent has also admitted the compromise to be correct and
acceptable in terms of the statement made by Shri Niranjan verma, Advocate for the petitioner.

The reference, which has been made to his Court, is as under:—

“Whether termination of the services of Shri Rakesh Kumar S/o Shri Hari Nand R/o
Village Anhech, P.O dagshai, Tehsil & District Solan, HP w.e.f. 18.8.2012 who was
employed as Mali-cum Chowkidar by the Employer/Director, Dagshai Public School
Cantt, District Solan, HP without complying with the provisions of the industrial
Disputes Act, 1947, is legal and justified ?If not , what amount of back wages, seniority ,
past service benefits and compensation the above worker is entitled to from the above
employer?”

Since, in terms of statement of Shri Niranjan verma, Advocate for the petitioner , a
compromise/ Settlement has already been effected between the parties, which has also been
admitted to be correct and acceptable by Shri V.K.Gupta , AR for the respondent, this reference
which has been made to this Court stands disposed of to have been compromise. The statement of
Shri Niranjan Verma, Advocate for the petitioner shall form part and parcel of this order/ awards.
Let a copy of this order/award be sent to the appropriate government for publication in the official
gazette. File , after completion, be consigned to records.

Announced
10.03.2015
Sd/-
Presiding Judge,
Labour court, Shimla.
Ref.14/2014
mtManju Bala V’/sDagshai Public School. Selan
18/3/2015
Present:- Sh. Niranjan Verma Adv. for the petitioner.

Sh. V.K.Gupta AR for the respondent.

It has been stated by Shri Niranjan Verma, Advocate for the petitioner that already a
compromise has been effected between the parties. He further stated that consequent upon the



o0, fR9rEeT Uen, 08 HS, 2015 /18 dYRI, 1937 715

compromise, so effected between the parties, the petitioner does not want to proceed with his claim,
arising out of the reference which has been made to this court by the appropriate government,

Since I am satisfied that a lawful compromise has already been effected between parties, |
proceed to record the statement of Sh. Niranjan Verma , Advocate for the petitioner.

Shri V.K.Gupta , AR for the respondent has also admitted the compromise to be correct and
acceptable in terms of the statement made by Shri Niranjan verma, Advocate for the petitioner.

The reference, which has been made to his Court, is as under:-

“Whether termination of the services of Shri Smt Manju Bala W/o Sh Rakesh
Kumar R/o Village Anhech, P.O dagshai, Tehsil & District Solan, HP w.e.f. 18.8.2012
who was employed as Peon by the Employer/Director, Dagshai Public School Cantt,
District Solan, HP without complying with the provisions of the industrial Disputes
Act, 1947, is legal and justified ?If not , what amount of back wages, seniority , past
service benefits and compensation the above worker is entitled to from the above
employer?”

Since, in terms of statement of Shri Niranjan verma, Advocate for the petitioner, a
compromise/ Settlement has already been effected between the parties, which has also been
admitted to be correct and acceptable by Shri V.K.Gupta , AR for the respondent, this reference
which has been made to this Court stands disposed of to have been compromise. The statement of
Shri Niranjan Verma, Advocate for the petitioner shall form part and parcel of this order/ awards.
Let a copy of this order/award be sent to the appropriate government for publication in the official
gazette. File, after completion, be consigned to records.

Announced
10.03.2015

Presiding Judge,
Labour court, Shimla

LABOUR & EMPLOYMENT DEPARTMENT
NOTIFICATION
Shimla-171001, the 20" January, 2015

No. 11-23/84(Lab) ID/2012-Mandi.—Whereas Smt. Babli Devi W/O Shri Sohan Lal, R/O
Village Bahri, P.O. Kot, Tehsil Sarkaghat, District Mandi, H.P. had raised a demand notice dated
01.06.2010 regarding her illegal termination from the services by the Executive Engineer,
H.P.P.W.D. (B&R) Division, Dharampur, District Mandi, H.P. The Labour Officer-cum
Conciliation Officer, Mandi, District Mandi, H.P. tried to settle the industrial dispute amicably, but
the same could not be settled during the course of conciliation proceedings, where after he sent a
report under Section 12(4) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 to the undersigned;

And whereas the report sent by the Labour Officer-cum-Conciliation Officer, Mandi,
District Mandi, H.P. was considered and examined and undersigned came to the conclusion that
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above worker had raised the dispute at a belated stage of more than 10 years and therefore declined
the reference of the dispute vide order dated- 22nd March, 2012;

And whereas Smt. Babli Devi W/O Shri Sohan Lal agitated the above orders of declining of
reference of her industrial dispute to the Ld. Labour Court before the Hon’ble High Court of
Himachal Pradesh vide C.W.P. No. 2261/2014. The Hon’ble High Court of Himachal Pradesh has
disposed of the C.W.P. on 18.10.2014 and directed the undersigned to refer the dispute of the above
workman to the Ld. Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal. The operative part of the said judgment
is reproduced as follows:

“4. The question of delay and laches can be seen at the time of moulding the relief by the
Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal.

5. Accordingly, in view of above discussion and analysis the present petition is allowed.
Annexures P-11 to P-20 dated 19.03.2013, 30.03.2012, 17.03.2012, 30.03.2012,
31.03.2012, 15.02.2013, 22.03.2012, 19.03.2013, 16.03.2012 and 16.03.2012,
respectively, are quashed and set aside. Respondent No.-2 is directed make reference
to the Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal within a period of four weeks from today.
Pending application(s), if any, also stands disposed of. No costs.”

Therefore, in view of above the undersigned while exercising the powers vested by the
Govt. of Himachal Pradesh vide Notification No.: Shram(A) 4-9/2006-1V-Loose, Dated 15"
February, 2014 and as per power vested under Sub Section-1 of Section 10 of The Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) this industrial dispute is referred to the Labour Court/Industrial
Tribunal Dharamsala, constituted under Section-7 of Act ibid, on the following issue/issues for
legal adjudication:

“Whether the industrial dispute raised by the worker Smt. Babli Devi W/O Shri Sohan
Lal, R/O Village Bahri, P.O. Kot, Tehsil Sarkaghat, District Mandi, H.P. before the Executive
Engineer, H.P.P.W.D. (B&R) Division, Dharampur, District Mandi, H.P. vide demand notice dated
01.06.2010 regarding her alleged illegal termination of service w.e.f. 01.11.1999 suffers from delay
and latches? If not, Whether termination of the services of Smt. Babli Devi W/O Shri Sohan Lal,
R/O Village Bahri, P.O. Kot, Tehsil Sarkaghat, District Mandi, H.P. by the Executive Engineer,
H.P.P.W.D. (B&R) Division, Dharampur, District Mandi, H.P. w.e.f. 01.11.1999 without
complying the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, as alleged by the worker, is legal
and justified? If not, what amount of back wages, seniority, past service benefits and compensation
the above aggrieved workman is entitled to from the above employer?”

By order,
Sd/-
Deputy Labour Commissioner.

LABOUR & EMPLOYMENT DEPARTMENT
NOTIFICATION
Shimla-171001, the 20" January, 2015
No. 11-23/84(Lab) ID/2013-Mandi.—Whereas Smt. Bachani Devi W/O Shri Kalu Ram,

R/O Village Dev Bradta, P.O. Chowk, Tehsil Sarkaghat, District Mandi, H.P. had raised a demand
notice dated 23.02.2011 regarding her illegal termination from the services by the Executive
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Engineer, H.P.P.W.D. (B&R) Division, Dharampur, District Mandi, H.P. The Labour Officer-cum
Conciliation Officer, Mandi, District Mandi, H.P. tried to settle the industrial dispute amicably, but
the same could not be settled during the course of conciliation proceedings, where after he sent a
report under Section 12(4) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 to the undersigned;/

And whereas the report sent by the Labour Officer-cum-Conciliation Officer, Mandi,
District Mandi, H.P. was considered and examined and undersigned came to the conclusion that
above worker had raised the dispute at a belated stage of more than 9 years and therefore declined
the reference of the dispute vide order dated 19th March, 2013;

And whereas Smt. Bachani Devi W/O Shri Kalu Ram agitated the above orders of declining
of reference of her industrial dispute to the Ld. Labour Court before the Hon’ble High Court of
Himachal Pradesh vide C.W.P. No. 2261/2014. The Hon’ble High Court of Himachal Pradesh has
disposed of the C.W.P. on 18.10.2014 and directed the undersigned to refer the dispute of the above
workman to the Ld. Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal. The operative part of the said judgment
is reproduced as follows;

4. The question of delay and laches can be seen at the time of moulding the relief by the
Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal.

5. Accordingly, in view of above discussion and analysis the present petition is allowed.
Annexures P-11 to P-20 dated 19.03.2013, 30.03.2012, 17.03.2012, 30.03.2012,
31.03.2012, 15.02.2013, 22.03.2012, 19.03.2013, 16.03.2012 and 16.03.2012,
respectively, are quashed and set aside. Respondent No.-2 is directed make reference
to the Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal within a period of four weeks from today.
Pending application(s), if any, also stands disposed of. No costs.”

Therefore, in view of above the undersigned while exercising the powers vested by the
Govt. of Himachal Pradesh vide Notification No.: Shram(A) 4-9/2006-IV-Loose, Dated 15™
February, 2014 and as per power vested under Sub Section-1 of Section 10 of The Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) this industrial dispute is referred to the Labour Court/Industrial
Tribunal Dharamsala, constituted under Section-7 of Act ibid, on the following issue/issues for
legal adjudication.

“Whether the industrial dispute raised by the worker Smt. Bachani Devi W/O Shri
Kalu Ram, R/O Village Dev Bradta, P.O. Chowk, Tehsil Sarkaghat, District Mandi, H.P.
before the Executive Engineer, H.P.P.W.D. (B&R) Division, Dharampur, District Mandi,
H.P. vide demand notice dated 23.02.2011 regarding her alleged illegal termination of
service w.e.f. 01.11.1999 suffers from delay and latches? If not, Whether termination of the
services of Smt. Bachani Devi W/O Shri Kalu Ram, R/O Village Dev Bradta, P.O. Chowk,
Tehsil Sarkaghat, District Mandi, H.P. by the Executive Engineer, H.P.P.W.D. (B&R)
Division, Dharampur, District Mandi, H.P. w.e.f. 01.11.1999 without complying the
provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, as alleged by the worker, is legal and
justified? If not, what amount of back wages, seniority, past service benefits and
compensation the above aggrieved workman is entitled to from the above employer?”

By order,
Sd/-
Deputy Labour Commissioner.
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PR FHaT & | AT YT ud R AR S s uika aR el S |

3ot A 23—4—2015 BT TR THIER T AR 3faTed ERT STNI T 13 |

AER | g Y ¢,
eI AHEdl fgdrg 2o,
doreTer, et BivTer 2o Yo |

g 3reTerd N oikg YW HE, I8rad gargal faara oo, dome, e st 2o Yo
TRIG U : 12—6—2015

#l RfIex =< g3 &0 #d XM, FaRi aReb<l, S0 DARIYR, Tedlel UMy~ JATdad |

ERlk]

CIEAN I - gfaaray

gRie UF AR ORI AT IO AT H TR HAR & dolY MR I &6l dR aR |

ERGEIRG

SR JAdadh 2 IfAd<x =< GF 1 7% VM, IR Rp<l, qedlcl doi1e), fSTell Birs]
f20 "o 1 SIQTeAd 9N H WA UF YOIRT © b g8 #erd fee §  w@rl 2| Iora Rafs H
IFHT A IR AR o1 & S P Toid 2| 31 S AI<R T7< Tof HRA Bl IAINIE e 2|
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3A: FAEIRYT Bl 39 $IAER ERT Gfd fhar e & & afe fll &1 39 IR @i
TORTST 81 Al 98 3Tl IT JabTeld Qi 12—6—2015 Pl IAQTAAd Boll H BINR BIHR UK
PR FHAT & | AT YT ud R FrgaRr SR smewr uika ax e SR |

3ol fadTdh 23—4—2015 I BN SRR d AN 3TeTold gRT SN fhar Tam |

AER | g N ¢,
AEd el fgarg i,

ST, fSTelm BiTeT 20 o |

g reTord 2N oikg Y| G, Agd gaEdl fedrg S, dure, fSTter sirer 20 o

aRRg Uell : 12—6—2015
s HR g g3 0 el IM, Farit ggell Sgs, dgdla dor e BRCICEED

ERIkI

3 ST ggell 05 BEIGCIE

AT U5 dRI SO AH O e H W fUaT &1 A W M B oy Tl
M TSl B IR |

SIABR:

SWRIGT 3dasd A1 dax g g 21 el M, 9l ggell Sgs, dgdial doire, fofel
HiTeT f20 W0 7 3reTard g9l # Wi U IR & & 98 WeTel geell S # ¥ Whl 2| Jord
Reple # SHS O &1 w19 Wil M S & Sl P TaId 2 | 37 S AT 9 Tol DR Bl
3mys faar 2 |

3A: FAEHRYT Bl 39 $IAER ERT Gfad fhar a7 & afe fosll &1 39 IR a8
TORTST Bl Al 98 SRl I adbleldd [adid 12—6—2015 I IAGTeld Bl H BIOR BIbR YA
PR Fhdl & | AT Y1 ud R AR S s uika aR e S |

3T feTh 23—4—2015 BT BN BERR g Hex 37gTold gRT fhar 3T |

AER | o g | e,
AeId el fgarg i,

o1, fSTelT SiTeT 20 Yo |

9 Tl o R i, erie wHredi fgdia sofl, aorrer, et BiTsT f2o wo
drIg Uehl : 12—-6—2015
O <dl g #f1 fay, fardl FHelaR, STheR Bid], Tedlel JoTrel BRCIEEES

EEIEI
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JMH ST - yfcrardy
I U ORI TR ATH o (el H UHI AT b goe AT AT g9l hRA 9 |

SWRIG ATdad fThAT <l g &1 fdy, arfl HHeldr, dediial Soime, f57efm wiTsT 2o 9o
q 37ETeld gOll H AT U [OIRT ® b 98 HEld Al H Y W & | o Rels d SHD
M W ol gof 2 S 6 Ted & | o1 S i ) IS de @ JIniE f 7 |

T FIA™RY DI 39 S¥A8R gRT Jiod fhar Sirar 2 b Al il & 39 IR &g
TORTS 81 Al g8 3Tl IT dabletd famis 12—6—2015 I If&Teld ol H BIFGIR Bl UK
PR FHaT & | AT Y1 ud R AR S s uika e el S |

3ot fRHId 23—4—2015 BT WX SRR T AIER 3[aTed ST far 13 |

AER | g Y ¢,
eI A9Edl fgdrg 2o,
doreTer, fR7erm BT 20 Yo |

g 3raTerd A o XM HE, BRIGR] qUSIEBRI, dorrer, fTer &imsT 20 o

£ YT HAR YA A e @, Fari o, dekild doe, fSer wiTst 2o wo
ERIE|

JATH ST-d

UrfAT—UF SR GRT 13(3) ST UG Jcg UoiIhRoT STEIH, 1969.

£ UdlY AR g SN e @, Fardl Wa oe, ST afedR, dedid dorre, fore
SISl 80 Y0 o 39 3f<rerd H WAl uF TR € b SHSI U W faTid 19-5—1980 Bl
Heldl B H TN off UR=] 9 dR UAd & Rebfe H USIDHROT el HRarT Sl Febl | 3d GoilhRol
B B MY T oY |

A 39 AIfCH & ARIH ¥ HI—ARY B Jrad fhar o 2 f6 afe feed aafaq &
JURIK USR] & X H Dl IoR UaRTol 81 I g8 QP 12—6—2015 BT Fdg 10.00 q91 9
TATTT | STATATT IT FhITd BINIR 3MBHR U B Fhdl & AT SURIGT ST BT GolThRoT
PR D IS < & SRAT | IHS SR By YRS 1 GAT SIRATT |

ST faIeh 23—4—2015 BT WX BHIER T AEX IAaTeld gIRT ST 3T |

SR | oG X HM,
HRIBN] TUSTIRNI,
aorrer, e BT 2o Yo |



o0, fR9rEeT Uen, 08 HS, 2015 /18 dYRI, 1937 721
g 3reTard Y oikg XM 9, SRIGRT gUSIdRI, soi-mer, fSTelr wireT 20 o

$TFC ST <dT il Hans Raj, r/o Karanarthu, Tehsil Baijnath, fTaT &SI 20 90
EEIkI

JAMH ST-d

gTefHT UF SR GRT 13(3) S7H UG Jcg USIhROT ST, 1969.

S S <dT Ul Hans Raj, FaRI Mia &RAR], SIHEMT €erey, dediid dor e, [e
HITST 120 U0 & $9 AQTed # URMAT U ORI © {6 SHa Ui s 89 191 (Hans) &1 g
faid 1—9—2004 T BT B # g8 Nl W 39 IR AR & RPlS H Uoliawor gl
HRATT ST AT | 3MF GOl B & Qe e o |

A 39 AIfCH & AIH ¥ HI—HAERY B Jrad fhar o g 6 afe feed aafaq ar
SR USHHRY & IR § Pl SR YaxTol 8l dl 98 f&Ad 12—6—2015 DI JIg 10.00 i 9
RIATAI H AT I qhIAd BIOR 3MHR U HR AT © AT IWIGd g BT Yol
TR B ARY ¢ T R | IHS SR DIS Yool 7 GAT SR |

3151 f&=ids 25—4—2015 PI AR BXRIER 9 HISR 3T&Td §IRT SIRI gl |

AR | o I e,
PRIBRT TUSTIBNI,

SorTe, T wiTsT 120 90 |

g 3TeTerd 2N oikg XH 9, dRIGRNI SUSIIdNI, dure, fSTar sirer 20 %o

Shri Sunil Kumar s/o Shri Piar Chand, r/o VPO Usteher (S¥Ig€), dgsilal dorrel, foret
STl f20 7o |

SIEEYENI

Uil U5 SR 9RT 13(3) 570 UG Jog USiIdhRoT ST, 1969.

Shri Sunil Kumar s/o Shri Piar Chand, r/o VPO Usteher (S%gs), ST  Usteher,
T dorre, 7l SiRreT 20 Yo 9 9 o1 H Uil uF IR © fd IHd YA Sidharth
Bhangalia (¥TTeliaT) &1 ST faTid 28—9—2004 &1 HaTel Usteher H B3IT AT WR=] 9 a1 Uamdd
@ Rple § USIHROT &I HRATAT ST BT | 37d YSHhRT HRA B 3N o S |

A 59 ANCH & AEIH I HI—AERY bl Grod fbar o & fb afe fedr aafaq &1
JURIK USR] & X H Dl IR YaRTol 81 I g8 fQidh 12—6—2015 BT Fdg 10.00 q91 9
TATTT | STATATT IT DI BINVIR 3MHR U B FAhdl & AT SURIGT ST BT GolThRoT
PR D IMMQY < & SRAT | IHS SR Py YRS 1 GAT SIRATT |
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3ol f&ATd 25—4—2015 BT N BRIER AR &Teld §RT SINT §aT |

AR | o I e,
PRIBRT TUSTIBNI,

o1y, T wiTsT 20 90 |

g IreTod & oRg 9 €M, A8 JHEdl 9od Aol 9o, e wisT 20 9o
IRRG U : 12—6—2015
) a1l R g #1 Al /¥, Fardl i, dedia o SICErT

JMH ST - yfcrardy

YT U ORI TR ATH oI JAWeig § Sild R & 9910 3foild R g9l &R g |

SWRIGT 3dad Aol g g3 30 Al ¥, Fardl g, dedier o, Riar eirs
R0 Yo ¥ SraTerd B WO U [oINT ¥ 6 98 HEe o § ¥ W | vond RerE d
IHHT T Siid R o1 © off & Taia 8 | 3 S 3foid 48 qof &<l & e faar 7 |

T FIA™RY DI 39 S¥A8R gRT o fhar Srar 2 & Al il & 39 IR &g
TORTS 81 Al 98 3Tl IT dabletd fasis 12—6—2015 I 3f&Teld ol H BIFGR Bl UK
PR FhdT & | AT YT ud R R S s uika aR il S |

3ot A 25—4—2015 BT R THIER T HIER 3faTeld ERT STNI T 13 |

e | oRg I H,
AeId AHEdl gord of,
aoreTer, 7o BT f2o Yo |

g 3raTerd A o XM HE, BRIGR] USRI, dorre, fTer simsT 2o o

SHAT AT <Al Ol 3RNe AR, 1/0 RElS, SIHUR g, dgdld dorrel, fSTell HiTs]
fgo wo |

EEIE|
JAMH SI-d

TefHT IS OR GRT 13(3) S7H UG Jog USIDHROT ST, 1969.

ST AT QAT Ul 3Teld HAR, Faril TRelg, STHUR Ag, desiid dor e, RNTar HiTs]
f20 9o 9 39 3arerd H Uil U [OIRT © & SHe g wied Rig om @1 W e
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28—12—1992 I HETd RGNS ¥ T o W] 39 IR GaAId & RDblS H USHDHROT &l PRAMAT S

BT | 3Td USIIhROT he- & 3Ny o SR |

A 3W ANCH & ARIH W FI—HERY Pl Grod fbar oar 2 b afe e afdaq o
JURIEKT USIIPROT & R H Dl IoR YaRTol 81 I g8 fQidh 12—6—2015 BT Fdg 10.00 q91 9
IATTT | STATATT IT dhIeTd BINIR 3MMHR U B FAhdl & TUAT SURIGT ST BT GolThRoT
IR B ARY ¢ e R | SHG S DI Yool 7 GAT SIRAT |

3T f3HATd 25—4—2015 BT W FRIER T AR AT §IRT SIRT 3T |

e | KECG I
PRIBR] TUSTIBN,

JorTer, fSTer et 20 o |

& ST BRIGRT TUSIGRY, So1, T wiTeT, 20 o

Sherap Sangpo s/o T. Rabgyal, d&¥ilel dsi=1e1, fa BiTer 20 90

CRik]
3 STTdT
TfAT UF SR GRT 13(3) ST UaH 9 USidRoT AT, 1969,

Sherap Sangpo s/o T. Rabgyal, r/o FaR{T @ Tashijong, ST®H@MT Taragarh, dEwdlel
Baijnath, fSTaT @i 20 o 9 39 o@reld H WA ¥ YOIRT & fb W& YA Tenzin
Yangdon &1 S faTis 1—6—1984 I Helel Tashijong ¥ B3 o1 R S R Gadd & Reble
H USIHRUT o] HRAMT S FHT | 3 TR0 R & A<y & O |

A 9 AIfCH & AIH | HI—HERY B Jrad fhar S g 6 afe feed aafaq o
SURIFT USRI & IR H Pl IR YaRTSl 8l dl g8 &b 29—5—2015 DI Jag 10.00 I 59
Tl | STATAId- AT deblofae BT 3MhY U BY FAhdl & IIAT SURIGT o7~ BT Gollhrl
TR B ARY & & RAT | IHS SR DIS Yool 7 AT SR |

TSt faieh 28—4—2015 DT WX BHIER T B IAaTeld gk ST 3T |

A8 | AEIRd / —
PRIBR] TUSTIIBN,
JorTer, T BisT 20 Yo |

9 I[ETAd BRIBRNI TUSTIIGRI, dor-1er, 7em HimeT, 20 9o

Atop s/o Lhagyal, Tgdlel o712, fSTelm wirer f20 w0

ERlk]

JATH ST-d



724 IoTaE, fRHEeT e, 08 HS, 2015 /18 dYRY, 1937

gTfHT UF SR GRT 13(3) ST U H SRl AT, 1969,

Atop s/o Lhagyal, 19/l g TCC Tashijong ST Taragarh, d&¥iiel Baijnath, fotetr
FHITST 20 U0 7 $H ITerd | U1 U RNSIN 2 f& I9®H niece Tsering Wangmo d/o Dakpa
@1 o fasTid 10—10—1981 &I H8Tdl Tashijong H BT o WRe] $9 IR U & Rebre
USHTehROT STET BRaATAT ST T | 3 USHPHRO DRl & AT S |

A 39 AIfCH & AIH ¥ HI—HERY B Jrad fhar o g 6 afe feed aafaq a1
IURIFT USRI & IR H Pl IR YaRTel 81 dl g8 &b 29—5—2015 DI Jag 10.00 g0 9
qIATTT H ATATT T bl BTOR JMMHR U HR Fhdl & AT SURIG T+ DI GolThRoT
TR B ARY ¢ QT RAT | SHS SR DIS Yool 7 GAT SR |

35T faTids 28—4—2015 BT AR BXKIER 9 HIBR 3T §IRT SIRI gl |

e} | FeIRd / —
PRIBRI TUSTIHNI,
aorTer, e BivTer 20 Yo |

g 3reTerd 2T Lekh Ram Dhiman ®RIGRT SUSTEIGRI, do-1er, ST &ireT, 80 9o
Atop s/o Lhagyal, T&dial Soime1, [Serm @ivsT f2o Ho

EEIE|

M ST

Ui UF R ORI 13(3) ST U qog USiihRoT SAfAfTIH, 1969,

Atop s/o Lhagyal, ORI @ TCC Tashijong, ST&EMT Taragarh, A&l Baijnath,
1 @iTeT f20 90 7 39 I1ETd ¥ greET um STRT 2 f& S9® cousin Lekshek Tsering s/o
Tsewang Dakpa &1 S fQHld 20—11—1974 &I Helal Tashijong ¥ BT o1 WR=] $H IR GaTId
& RETS # USHHRUT 8] HRART ST ADT | 37d GSHBRUT HRA & MY G S |

A 59 AMCH & AEIH ¥ HI—AERY bl Grod fbar o & fb afe fedr aafaq a1
JWIFT USIHRIT & IR H Pl IR YaRIol 8l Al 98 falib 29—5—2015 B Jag 10.00 q91 9
AT H STATeTd AT dhTeld BIFOR MR U DY Fhdl & IIAT SURIGT ofH BT Tollhl
PR B ARY § (ST SRAT | IS SR DIs Yool 7 AT SR |

3ol &I 28—4—2015 BT N BRIER AR Tl §RT SINT §aTT |

AER | FIRT / —
HRIBN] SUSTIRNI,
aorTer, e BiTer 20 Yo |
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g J7eTold BRIBNI SUSIUDBNI, Soi-1e, el siTsT, 2o 90

Sherap Sangpo s/o T. Rabgyal, dg¥ilel dsi=1e1, {1 BiTer 20 9o

ERlk]
SATH STdT

TfAT UF SR GRT 13(3) ST UaH 9 USiTdRoT AT, 1969,

Sherap Sangpo s/o T. Rabgyal, (/aril g Tashijong, ST Taragarh, T8l Baijnath,
7T SITeT f20 Yo &1 39 3f&Ted # UIiAT UF IGIRT & 6 I¥a! YA Sonam Chozom &1 &
f&Ti® 1—7—1980 @I WETA Tashijong H TN o W $9 N AT & Rprs H USIHROT F2
HRATAT ST FHT | 1 YSHHRU B & 3y o IR |

A 39 AIfCH & AIH | HI—HERY B Jrad fhar o g 6 afe feed aafaq &
SR USHHRY & IR H Pl SR YaxTol 8l dl 98 fAld 29-5—2015 Bl JIg 10.00 i 9
Tl | STATAd- AT deblolae BT 3NN U BY FAhdl & IIAT SURIGT o= Bl Goilhrl
TR B ARY ¢ A SR | IHS SR DIS Yool 7 AT SR |

AT f&AH DI A TEER T AER 3f&Ted §RT SIRT BaT |
AR | FRIERA / —

HRIBNT TUSTIEHNY,
ST, fSTelr SiTeT 20 o |

g JeTAd BRIBRT SUSIUDBRI, -1, el SiTeT, 20 9o

Samjoo Dolma w/o Tsering Dorjee, G8¥iTa Soi-e, Rtetm @wivrst, 2o 9o

EEIE]

M ST

Uil IS SR G9RT 13(3) ST7H UaH 9 UsiidRoT MfAfas, 1969,

Samjoo Dolma w/o Tsering Dorjee, fal Tid Dege Division Bir, SIGET Bir, dg¥iidl
Baijnath, f3TelT Kangra 20 9o < §9 31eTad | Ul U [OIRT & & I¥@! YA Sonam Dolma
BT S 1d 13—9—1976 P! Heldl Bir H AT AT IRy 59 IR GAId & RPprs H USRI T8
HRATIT ST AT | 3TF GONdRUT B & Qe & o |

A 39 AIfCH & AIH ¥ HI—HERY B Jrad fhar S 2 6 afe feed aafaq o
SURIFT USRI & IR H Pl IR YaRTel 81 dl g8 &b 29—5—2015 DI Jag 10.00 i 59
qIATT H IATATT T bl BTOR MTHR U HR Fhdl & AT SURIGT T DI GolThRoT
TR B ARY & & AR | IHS SR DIS Yool 7 AT SR |
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3ol &I 28—4—2015 BT N BRIER d AR &Il §RT SINT §aTl |

AR | EXTEIRT / —
PRGN USRI,
ST, fSTelm BiTeT 20 o |

9 IETAd PRGN TUSIBRI, dorHTeT, T Hivrst, 2o Uo

Samjoo Dolma w/o Tsering Dorjee, G8¥iTal Soi-e, Rtelm wivrst, 2o 9o

EEIEI

SATH ST-d

Uil IS SR 9RT 13(3) ST7H UaH 9 UsiidRoT MfAfas, 1969,

Samjoo Dolma w/o Tsering Dorjee, f-/ar{l i Dege Division Bir, SI6@MI Bir, dgdldl
Baijnath, fST@T Kangra f2omo = 39 Icrerd # wrel=r o RNSIN 2 f& s a YA Karma Tshuttrim
BT S fd 15—3—1977 P! Hell Bir § AT AT IR 59 IR GAId & RPprs § USHdHR0T T8
HRATIT ST AHT | Md UGB IR & MY 3 IR |

A 9 AIfCH & AIH ¥ HI—HERY B Jrad fhar o g 6 afe feed aafaq &
SURIFT USRI & IR H Pl IR YaRTSl 81 dl g8 &b 29—5—2015 DI Fag 10.00 Il 59
qIATT H IATATT T bl BTOR MMHR U HR Fhdl & AT SURIGT T+ BT GolThRoT
TR B ARY ¢ & SR | IHS SR DIS Yool 7 AT SR |

35T fa=Tids 28—4—2015 BT AR BXRIER g HIBR 3T §IRT SIRI gl |

e} | FeIRd / —
PRGN TUSTHNI,
aorTer, e BiTer 20 Yo |

g JTeTold BRIBNI SUSIABRNI, Soi-1ey, e siTsT, 2o 9o

Sherap Sangpo s/o T. Rabgyal, d&¥ilel dsi=1e1, {1 BiTer 20 90

ERIkI
SATH STdT

gfHT UF SR GRT 13(3) ST7H U H SRl AT+, 1969,

Sherap Sangpo s/o T. Rabgyal, fal 7fa Tashijong ST Taragarh, dg¥ilel Baijnath,
fSTelr wiTeT 20 W0 7 39 3feTard | UiefHr U ORI ® fb S9! YAl Tsering Tsomo &I ST
1—10—1982 B #eTdl Tashijong ¥ AT o WR=] S IR U= & Rebre H USHDHROT A8l HRardl
ST T | 37 USHDHROT B & 3 7 T |
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A 39 AICH & ARTH W FI—HERY $I Grd fbar oar 2 fe afe i aafaq o

SWRIGT USHHRY & IR H Pl SoR YaxTol 8l dl 98 fAld 28—5—2015 HI JIE 10.00 i 9

Tl | STATAd- AT deblolae BT 3MhY U BY FAhdl & IUAT SURIGT o= Bl Gollhrl
PR B ARY & (A SRAT | IS SR DIs Yool 7 AT SR |

3ol &I 28—4—2015 BT N BRIER AR ATl §RT SINT §aTT |

e} | FeIRd / —
HRIBNI TUSTIHNI,

ST, fSTelm SiTeT 20 o |

9 IMETAd PRGN TUSIIBRI Sorrer, T HiTeT, 0 9o
Sonam Palden s/o Sonam Dorjee, T&¥Td] Jorre, RStetr wivTsT 20 Y0

EEIEI

SATH ST d

9T IS SR GRT 13(3) ST7H UaH 9 UoiidRoT AT, 1969,

Sonam Palden s/o Sonam Dorjee, IREIRIES Dege Division Bir, ST Bir, NENIS
Baijnath, fST@T Kangra 20 Yo =1 9 3f@Tad H WAl UF OIRT © b S¥& Father Sonam
Dorjee s/o Nyima @1 #g faiies 20—7—2004 I #&Tel Bir # g5 ol IRy 9 IR U=dd & Rable
H GONHROT F8] HRATIT ST FhT | 316 GOlhRol BHR- & I &I 9 |

A 3W AMNCH & ARIH W FI—AERY Pl Grod fbar oar 2 fb afe B aafdq o
JURIK USIIHROT & N H Dls IR YaRTol 8 ol g8 fQid 29-5-2015 BT Fdg 10.00 qol 9
RTAT H JAATATT T FbTerd BIIOR JATHR U PR Fhdl & 3IAT IURIGT o BT USR]
TR B ARY ¢ QT IR | SHG SR DIS Yool 7 GAT SIRAT |

3TST fa=Tih 28—4—2015 DI AR BKIER T HIBR If&Teld gk SIRI BTl |

e | AEIRT / —
PRIBN] TUSTITBN,
JorTe, T BiTsT 20 Yo |

g 3fQTAId HRIBGRT SUSTIBRI do1, fSTer HiTer, 20 Jo
Chewang w/o Sonam Dorjee, T&ilel oI, f57elr ST 20 Wo
oTH

SATH ST-d

gfHT IS SR G9RT 13(3) 579 UaH 9 UsiidRoT MfAfas, 1969,
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Chewang w/o Sonam Dorjee, ™Il d Dege Division Bir, S/®@MEI Bir, dgdld
Baijnath, f5TeT Kangra f20 U0 =1 S i&Teld H WA U5 oIRT & f% IAS Y3 Sonam Palden
BT o el 3—6—1973 I HEIl Bir H AT o1 U] S R Gagd & Rebls H USHHRO &l
PHRATAT ST AHT | AT USHHRUT PR & AT QT SR |

A 39 AICH & ARTH | FI—AERY $I grd fhar oar 2 fe afe i aafaa o
SR USRI & IR § Pl SoR YaxTol 8l dl 98 fAld 29-5-2015 HI JIg 10.00 i 9
AT H STATeTd AT dhleld BIFOR MR U DY Fhdl 2 IIAT SURIGT of-H BT TGollhl
PR B ARY & T AR | IS SR DIs Yool 7 AT SR |

3ol &I 28—4—2015 BT N BRIER AR Tl §RT SINT §aTl |

AEx | BXETRE / —
HRIBNT TUSTIERNY,
o1, fSTelm SiTeT 20 o |

g ITeTold BRIBNT SUSIUDBNI, o1, el siTsT, 20 9o

Sherap Sangpo s/o T. Rabgyal, d&silel aur=1eI, fSTa STt 20 o

EEIE|

M ST

Ui UF R ORI 13(3) ST U qog USiihRoT SAfAfTIH, 1969,

Sherap Sangpo s/o T. Rabgyal, /@Rl 7@ Tashijong STHW@T Taragarh, T8l Baijnath,
fTelT Kangra 20 W0 =1 $9 arareld # UiefH1 U= [WIRT © fd I¥a! Y= Sonam Choedon T S+
faTi® 10—10—1986 HI HETA Tashijong H AT o R $H IN GO & RBIS H UYSHDHROT &l
HRATIT ST DT | 3TF GO0l B & Qe e o |

A 39 AICH & ARTA W FI—HERY $I Grod fhar oar 2 fe afe i aafaq o
SR USHHRY & IR H Pl SoR YaxTol 8l dl 98 fAld 29-5—2015 HI JIg 10.00 i 9
Tl | STATAId- AT deblolae BT 3TN U BY FAhdl & IIAT SURIGT o= BT Goilhrl
PR B ARY & ST SR | IS SR DIs Yool 7 AT SR |

IS f&AD oe DI N FRIER T HABY &I §RT SINT Gl |

AER | FIRT / —
HRIBN] SUSTIRNI,
aorTer, e BiTer 20 Yo |
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g 3NSTAd PRIBR TUSIBRT do-rel, e HivTeT, 20 9o

Chewang w/o Sonam Dorjee, &dIal dore], {7l wivTeT f20 Yo

CRik]
3 STTeT
TfAT UF SR GRT 13(3) ST UaH 9 USidRoT AT, 19609,

Chewang w/o Sonam Dorjee, ™Il d Dege Division Bir, /@@l Bir, dgdld
Baijnath, 5ol Kangra 20 Uo 9 S s@Tad ® WAl UF IGIRT & fdb IH@! P Tenzin
Cheyang &T ST fa-id 20—10—1978 Pl HeTel Bir H TN AT W] 39 IR U & Rebrs H
TSIHROT T8l HRATIT ST AT | 314 GSidRo] B & My o S |

A 39 AICH & ARTH W FI—HERY $I Grd fhar oar 2 fe afe i aafaa o
SR USRI & IR H Pl SoR YaxTol 8l dl 98 fAld 29-5—2015 HI JIg 10.00 dof 9
Tl | STATAd- AT deblolae BT 3MhY U BY FAhdl & IIAT SURIET o= BT Goilhrl
PR B ARY & A SIRAT | IS SR DIs Yool 7 AT SR |

3ol &I 28—4—2015 BT N BRIER AR ATl §RT SINT §aTl |

A8 | AEIRd / —
PRIBR] TUSTIIBN,
JorTer, T wisT 20 Yo |

g 31eTaid Shri Lekh Ram Dhiman STRIGRI SUSTEGRI dor1e1, el sivrer, 20 Jo

Tsering Yangchen, T8del dor-1el, fSTetr ®iTer f20 o

ERlk]
SATH STdT

TfAT UF SR GRT 13(3) ST UaH 9 USidbRoT AT, 1969,

Tsering Yangchen wd/o Tashi Dhargyal, farir g H. No. 104, Chauntra, SIHEET
Tibetan Colony, T&dTa J. Nagar, f5Tell Mandi 20 Uo & $9 fareld H WAl 95 ORI & f&
I9@ g Sonam Dhondup &7 ST f3i® 6" July, 1977 &1 #&Tel Bir ¥ g o W=y g9 R
Tarad & RebTe H USNHRUT 6] HRATAT ST FPT | 37d YS{IdhRoT B & ey &y i |

A 59 ANCH & AEIH I HI—AERY bl Grod fbar o & fb afe fedr aafaq &1
IR USR] & N H Dl IR YaRTol 8l I g8 fQdidh 29-5-2015 BT Fdg 10.00 qol 9
TATTT | STATATT IT FhITd BINIR 3MHR U B Fhdl & UAT SURIGT ST BT GolThRoT
PR D IMMQY < & SRAT | IHS SR Py YRS 1 GAT SIRATT |

ST faIeh 28—4—2015 DI WX BHIER T B IAaTeld gIRI ST 3T |

A8 | AEIRT / —
PRIBN] TUSTIIBN,

SorTer, ST SBiTsT 20 W0 |
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9 I[ETAd BRG] TUSTIIBRI dor-1er, 5Tem HimeT, 20 9o

Om Prakash s/o Shri Donku Ram, T&%Tel dui1e1, Telr divrer 80 9o

CRik]
3 STTeT
TfAT UF SR GRT 13(3) ST UaH 9 USidRoT AT, 19609,

Om Prakash s/o Shri Donku Ram, @il 1 Kotli, S/@@MT Gunehar, 8l Baijnath,
ST Kangra f20 qo#wwﬁmﬁmww%%w@gaMaheshaﬂwﬁﬁm
11—8—2009 P! #eTdl Kotli H B3 o1 IRy 9 IR Uagd & Rbre H UGBV T8I PHRAIT S
HPT | 3Ad USIBRUT PR b AT & S |

A 39 AICH & ARTA | FI—HERY $I grad fhar oar 2 fe afe i aafaq o
SR USHHRY & IR H Pl SoR YaRTol 8l dl 98 fAlh 29-5—2015 HI JIg 10.00 i 9
Tl | STATAd- AT deblolae BT 3MhY U HY FAhdl & IIAT SURIGT o~ BT Gollhrl
PR B ARY & U SR | IS SR DIs Yool 7 AT SR |

M fEATH oo DI W EWER J AER Tl gRT SINT Gl |
e | geeRd / —

HRIBNT TUSTIERNY,
ST, fSTelm SiTeT 20 Wo |

9 I[ETAd BRG] TUSTIIBRI dot-1et, 5Ter HiTeT, 2o 9o

Laxman s/o Shri Donku Ram, d8¥iTel soi=reI, fTerm @wirsT 2o 9o

ERlk]

JATH SI-d

gl U5 SR 9RT 13(3) ST7H Ua¥ 9 USidRoT AT 1960,

Laxman s/o Shri Donku Ram, farfl 7a Kotli, STHW™T Gunehar, d8wild Baijnath,
fTelT Kangra f20 W0 =1 $9 f@reld # WAl U5 TR 2 % S¥d g3 Amit Kumar &1 S
faid 14—9—2009 B WETA Kotli H T3M o W] §9 IN YaId & RPble H UoldRol Fel
HRATAT ST BT | 3T YS{IhRUT B+ & MY 3y S |

A 39 AIfCH & AIH ¥ HI—HERY B Jrad fhar o g 6 afe feed aafaq &
SURIFT USRI & IR H PIg IR YaRTol 8l dl 8 &b 29—5—2015 DI Jag 10.00 g 59
Tl | STATAId- AT deblolae BT 3MhY U BY FAhdl & IIAT SURIGT o~ BT Gollhrl
T B ARY & A SR | IHS SR DIS Yool 7 AT SR |

AT &P oo P AR TR g AlER 3faTerd &INI NI 3T |

A8 | AEIRT / —
PRIBN] TUSTIIBN,

SorTer, ST SBiTsT 20 W0 |
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g I[QTAd OIF1d HEIH FHTEA! UaHq HRIGN TUSTRIGRT UM S707l, Sare],
fSTetT ®iTeT f20 Yo

£ 8 IS GF A ol i, faril "eTel wHegs, |l JIere], dediel Ssdrell, e
SIS 20 Y0 |

ERIkI
SIEENENI

o —umei=T U5 SR GRT 13(3) FG USIHRT STIH 1969.

2N 89 XS g Al gl offel, T AAdss, ANl JIers], dedle Sdarell, STl sirsr f2o
90 F 9 Sfclad H WAl ud YoiRT € & sl fdwnr <@t fAgar s o ofe @ 9y
28—8—1993 Pl G FHADES H g3 oI, Sl oAl A Uargd Repfe H Uoiiqpd el dRal Fabl | 37
7 fofer demgd Rere # gsi d_amT 9l & |

37 W:ﬁﬁﬂ?ﬁwﬁﬂcjﬂlﬂlwlaﬁ{j\mdmwﬁ}ﬁ?ﬂﬁﬁﬂﬁwﬁﬂaﬁ
QIURIGT USR] g H Blg SOk g YaRTSl 8l dl g8 fQdid 21-5—2015 Pl Fag 10 ol 9
AT ¥ ST AT TP BIOR ATHR UL B Fhdl o | 3FAT BIIOR 7 AT Bl JqRa A
Ih TRET BIRIATE] 3 H ollg Siix Jg [ gamgd Rbre # siigd B+ @ 3Mae UIka dR

I SIRAT | 39 SWRINT Big YaRTSl 1 GAT SIRIATT |

3T f3AT® 29—4—2015 BT W FRIER T AR AT I SIRT BT |

e | FRIRT / —
qETIh TATEdl UG HRIBRI qUSIferhrT gerg Sof),

SqTett, fSTerr @it (fRo o) |

In the Court of Sub-Divisional Magistrate, Kalpa at Reckong Peo,

District Kinnaur (H.P.)
Case No. 06/2015 Date of Institution : 25-4-2015
Shri Dalip Singh s/o Shri Vidya Pur, r/o Village Powari, Tehsil Kalpa, District Kinnaur,
H.P. .. Applicant.
Versus
General Public

Application U/S 13(3) of Births and Deaths Registration Act, 1969.

Notice for publication in the Rajpatra of Himachal Pradesh.

The above named applicant has presented an application U/S 13(3) of Births and Deaths
Registration Act, 1969 supported by an affidavit stating therein that his son named Aditya was born
on 1-6-2013 but due to inadvertence, he could not get the birth registered in the records of Gram
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Panchayat Powari. He has further requested to issue an order for registration of birth of the same
in the records of Gram Panchayat Powari, Tehsil Kalpa, District Kinnaur.

Therefore, notice is hereby issued to the general public through this publication that if
anybody has any objection for the registration of birth of said child in the records of Gram
Panchayat Kothi, he/she may prefer his/her written or verbal objection before the undersigned
within a period of one month i.e. before 25-5-2015 failing which it will be presumed that nobody
has any objection for registration of birth of said child and order under the Act ibid will be issued
to the Local Registrar of Gram Panchayat Kothi.

Issued under my hand and seal of the Court today on 25" day of April, 2015.
Seal. Sd/-

Sub-Divisional Magistrate,
Kalpa at Reckong Peo.

In the Court of Sub-Divisional Magistrate, Kalpa at Reckong Peo,

District Kinnaur (H.P.)
Case No. 07/2015 Date of Institution : 27-4-2015
Smt. Ishwar Devi w/o Late Shri Devinder Singh, r/o Village Kalpa, Tehsil Kalpa, District
Kinnaur, H.P. .. Applicant.
Versus
General Public

Application U/S 13(3) of Births and Deaths Registration Act, 1969.

Notice for publication in the Rajpatra of Himachal Pradesh.

The above named applicant has presented an application U/S 13(3) of Births and Deaths
Registration Act, 1969 supported by an affidavit stating therein that her son named Kulbhushan
was born on 8-11-1989 but due to inadvertence, she could not get the birth registered in the records
of Gram Panchayat Kalpa. She has further requested to issue an order for registration of birth of
the same in the records of Gram Panchayat Kalpa, Tehsil Kalpa, District Kinnaur.

Therefore, notice is hereby issued to the general public through this publication that if
anybody has any objection for the registration of birth of said Kulbhushan in the records of Gram
Panchayat Kalpa, he/she may prefer his/her written or verbal objection before the undersigned
within a period of one month i.e. before 25-5-2015 failing which it will be presumed that nobody
has any objection for registration of birth of Kulbhushan and order under the Act ibid will be
issued to the Local Registrar of Gram Panchayat Kothi.

Issued under my hand and seal of the Court today on 27" day of April, 2015.
Seal. Sd/-

Sub-Divisional Magistrate,
Kalpa at Reckong Peo.
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In the Court of Sub-Divisional Magistrate, Kalpa at Reckong Peo,
District Kinnaur (H.P.)

Case No. 08/2015 Date of Institution : 27-4-2015

Shri Kehar Singh s/o Shri Charan Dev, r/o Village Telangi, Tehsil Kalpa, District
Kinnaur, H.P. .. Applicant.

Versus
General Public
Application U/S 13(3) of Births and Deaths Registration Act, 1969.

Notice for publication in the Rajpatra of Himachal Pradesh.

The above named applicant has presented an application U/S 13(3) of Births and Deaths
Registration Act, 1969 supported by an affidavit stating therein that his sister named Miss
Rameshwari was expired on 14-9-2013 but due to inadvertence, he could not get the death
registered in the records of Gram Panchayat Telangi. He has further requested to issue an order for
registration of death of the same in the records of Gram Panchayat Telangi, Tehsil Kalpa, District
Kinnaur.

Therefore, notice is hereby issued to the general public through this publication that if
anybody has any objection for the registration of death of said Rameshwari in the records of Gram
Panchayat Telangi he/she may prefer his/her written or verbal objection before the undersigned
within a period of one month i.e. before 25-5-2015 failing which it will be presumed that nobody
has any objection for registration of death of said Miss Rameshwari and order under the Act ibid
will be issued to the Local Registrar of Gram Panchayat Telangi.

Issued under my hand and seal of the Court today on 27" day of April, 2015.

Seal. Sd/-
Sub-Divisional Magistrate,
Kalpa at Reckong Peo.

e femtor famr

RBrerr—2, 7 98, 2015

Hodtodlogseg0(F10)TH(5) 26 /2014.—Td: fRATIS U™ & IR BT I8 Udid el = b
e IS AR & WHRI T R Ahqd Jared gg amd o Al i <dr aRs
A S TSRl ¥ Wl URER Hedh & 0T g Y Afia $ReN Siufed g, ofaud udg gRI
I8 AR fhar Smar © 16 Sad uRes # o o =t ferelt  fifdse favan a1 8, Swiad
Ao & forg i &7 aroi snfea 2|
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2. I8 JIRRgET O ) fdadl @1, S S9N 9RId @1 9dd 8, @ SFaR & forg
I a6, ga SR gAdaRy H Ifa ufaer iR uReRAr iffer arfafrm, 2013 (2013

BT 30) B URI—11 B SUSE] B I SR Bl ST B |

3. Yalqd ORI §RT Y& fdadl &1 YR Hxd 8Y Iogulel fRArel Uasl 59 99g S99
GWHﬁwqm@ﬁWWaﬁﬂTﬁaﬁsﬁ?maﬁWaﬁWﬁ@ﬁm
PR 3R FIEUT B qAT U GRT §RT U AAaT AT 31 Al BRIT BT B & o7 e

IR <o 2 |

4. o5 W Raeg aafed 9 Sad aRea @ &fda 4% @ 39 W 313 omufa & o a8
9 JARGAAT & USR8 & A @1 3@y & WiaR fofRad 39 # J—arei= FH=dl, dld

femfor fawm, fae fhes Rmem, (Ro wo) @& wwer ool MUl SRR &R AdhdT ¥ |

faawoh
et NESIG g TR A0 (e #)
fHool IREGES] EACIERGES] 1242 0—17
foar: 1 0—17
SICN N
EATERT / —

o g wfea (el =) |

=, gaor qur okgd AR, fRHred e, REa—s gR1 gfad qor yeie
SolgSi D BRI ISTYS, JE4TSE http://rajpatrahimachal.nic.in TR ST’ & TaH iHlTs Aid fbar ST Adar §
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