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ENVIRONMENT, SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY DEPARTMENT 

 
NOTIFICATION 

 
Shimla-171002, 16th March, 2021 

 
 No. STE-A (3)-1/2020.—In continuation of this Department’s notification of even number 
dated 21st April, 2016, in exercise of the powers vested under Section 3 of the HP Public Services 
Guarantee Act, 2011, the Governor, Himachal Pradesh is pleased to notify the following services 
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in addition to already notified services, Designated Officers and Appellate Authorities there 
under for providing the services within the prescribed time limits relating to the State Pollution 
Control Board, Himachal Pradesh for the purpose of the aforesaid Act:— 
 

Sl. 
No 

Title of Services Designated 
officers 

Particulars Timelines as 
prescribed 

under 
concerned 

Acts/Rules (in 
days) 

Designation 
of  

Appellate 
Authority 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
18. Grant of 

Authorisation under 
the Hazardous and 
other Waste 
(Management and 
Transboundary 
Movement) Rules,  
2016  as amended 
time to time. 

Member 
Secretary 

All such industries/units 
where power to decide 
Grant/Renewal of Consent 
under the Water Act, 
1974 and Air Act, 1981 
has been delegated. 
Transporters of hazardous 
waste. 
Industries/Units carrying 
out operation requiring 
recycling of hazardous 
waste as listed in 
Schedule- IV and or 
utilization of hazardous 
waste under Rule 9 of 
Hazardous and other 
Wastes (Management and 
Transboundary Movement) 
Rules, 2016. 

With in 120 
days on receipt 
of complete 
application in 
all respect. 

Chairman, 
HPSPCB 

SEE at 
Head office 

All such industries/units 
where power to decide 
Grant/Renewal of Consent 
under the Water Act, 1974 
and Air Act, 1981 has
been delegated to
concerned Unit Head(s) at 
Head Office level. 
 

Within 120 
days on 
receipt of 
complete 
application in 
all respect. 

Member 
Secretary 

Regional 
Officer(s) 
(SEE/EE/A
EE) 

All such industries/units 
where power to decide 
Grant/Renewal of Consent 
under the Water Act, 
1974 and Air Act, 1981 
has been delegated to the 
Environmental Engineer/ 
Regional Officer(s) 
(SEE/EE/AEE) except the 
industries/units engaged in 
recycling or reprocessing 
of hazardous waste under 
Rule 9 of Hazardous and 
other Wastes (Management 
and Transboundary 
Movement) Rules, 2016. 

With in 120 
days on receipt 
of complete 
application in 
all respect. 

Member 
Secretary, 
HPSPCB 

46. Approval for garbage 
disposal and sewage 

Member 
Secretary 

Municipal Corporations 
Municipal Councils. 

Within 60 days 
on receipt of 

Chairman, 
HPSPCB 



 

 

9429jkti=] fgekpy izns'k] 22 ekpZ] 2021@1 pS=] 1942         
discharge in term of 
grant of 
Authorisation under 
Solid Waste 
Management Rules,  
2016  as amended 
time to time. 

Regional 
Officer(s) 
(SEE/EE/A
EE) 

Nagar Panchayats 
Cantonment Boards. 

complete 
application in 
all respect. 

Member 
Secretary, 
HPSPCB 

60. Registration/ 
Renewal under 
Plastic Waste 
(Management and 
Handling) Rules, 
2016 and as 
amended time to 
time. 

Member 
Secretary 

Producer Brand Owner 
Manufacturer Recycler. 

Within  90 
days on receipt 
of complete 
application in 
all respect. 

Chairman, 
HPSPCB 

61. Registration/Re- 
newal under E-
waste (Management 
and Handling) 
Rules, 2016 as 
amended time to 
time. 

Regional 
Officer(s) 
(SEE/EE/A
EE). 

Every manufacturer, 
producer, consumer, bulk 
consumer, collection
centre, dealers, e-retailer, 
refurbisher, dismantler and 
recycler involved in 
manufacture, sale,
transfer, purchase, 
collection, storage and 
processing of e-waste or 
electrical and electronic 
equipment listed in 
Schedule-I of the Rules 
ibid. 

Within 120 
days on 
receipt of 
complete 
application in 
all respect. 

Member 
Secretary, 
HPSPCB 

 
 

By order, 
 

KAMLESH KUMAR PANT, IAS 

Pr. Secretary (Env. Sci. & Tech.). 
 

__________ 
 

 

fgekpy izns'k rsjgoha fo/kku lHkk 
 

vf/klwpuk 
 

f'keyk&4] 20 ekpZ] 2021 
 

 la0% fo0l0&fo/kk;u&izk0@1&1@2018-&&fgekpy izns'k fo/kku lHkk 20 ekpZ] 2021 dks lEiUu 
gqbZ cSBd dh lekfIr ij vfuf'pr dky ds fy, LFkfxr gqbZA 
 

   
;'kiky 'kekZ] 

lfpo]  
fg0 iz0 fo/kku lHkkA 
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HIMACHAL PRADESH THIRTEENTH VIDHAN SABHA 

 
NOTIFICATION 

 
Shimla-4, the 20th   March, 2021 

 
 No. V.S.-Legn.-Pre/1-1/2018.—The Himachal Pradesh, Legislative Assembly adjourned 
sine-die with effect from the close of its  sitting held on the 20th  March, 2021. 
 
 

 YASH PAUL SHARMA, 
Secretary, 

H.P. Vidhan Sabha. 
____________ 

 
LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT DEPARTMENT 

 
NOTIFICATION 

 
Shimla-2, the 2nd February, 2021 

 
 No. Shram(A) 6-2/2020 (Awards) Dharamshala.—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 Dharamshala on the website of the Department of Labour & Employment Government of 
Himachal Pradesh:— 
 

Sl. 
No. 

Ref. No. Petitioner Respondent Date of 
Award/ 

Order 

1. 91/19 Onkar Singh Dir. M/s Raheja Hydro Power 02-11-2020 

2. 183/17 Arjun Singh Dir. M/s Raheja Hydro Power 03-11-2020 

3. 863/16 Sher Singh E.E. HPPWD, Nurpur & other 03-11-2020 

4. 96/06 Joginder Singh MDHP Financial Corp., Shimla 05-11-2020 

5. 133/19 Ankaj Verma M/s Kailash Print Media, Sasan 07-11-2020 

6. 155/17 Harish Kumar D.F.O. Suket 12-11-2020 

7. 357/16 Chet Ram D.F.O. Suket 12-11-2020 

8. 356/16 Bhagat Ram D.F.O. Suket 13-11-2020 

9. 10/19 Varinder Singh M/D Amartex Industries & other 18-11-2020 
 
 

By order, 
 

KAMLESH  KUMAR  PANT, IAS, 
Principal Secretary (Lab. & Emp.). 
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IN THE COURT OF SHRI YOGESH JASWAL, PRESIDING JUDGE, LABOUR COURT-

CUM-INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KANGRA AT DHARAMSHALA (H.P.) 
 
 
  Ref. No. : 91/2019 
  Date of Institution  : 01-8-2019  
  Date of Decision : 02-11-2020 
 
 
 Shri Onkar Singh s/o Shri Gagan Singh, r/o V.P.O. Dharoh, Tehsil Dharamshala, District 
Kangra, H.P.  ..Petitioner. 
 

Versus 
 
 Director, M/s Raheja Hydro Power Project, Gaj-II, SHP, Village Diara, Tehsil 
Dharamshala, District Kangra, H.P.    ..Respondent. 
 

Reference under Section 10 (1) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
 
  For the Petitioner : Petitioner in person with Sh. Santosh Kumar, 
     Legal Aid Counsel. 
 
  For the Respondent : Sh. Dilbag Singh, Assistant  Project Manager,       
        Dharamshala. 
 

AWARD 
 
 The reference given below has been received from the appropriate Government for 
adjudication:— 

 
 “Whether the termination of services of Shri Onkar Singh s/o Shri Gagan Singh, r/o V.P.O. 
Dharoh, Tehsil Dharamshala, District Kangra, H.P. by the Director, M/s Raheja Hydro 
Power Project, Gaj-II, SHP, Village Diara, Tehsil Dharamshala, District Kangra, H.P. w.e.f. 
02-04-2016 after conducting domestic enquiry and without affording adequate/sufficient 
opportunities in the domestic enquiry, as alleged by the workman, 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?” 

 
 2. The case is listed for appearance of both these parties but, however, Shri Onkar Singh 
(petitioner) has made the below given statement in the Court today:— 
 

 “C;ku fd;k fd mijksDr (Ref.  No.  91/2019)dks  eSa  u  pykuk pkgrk gwa D;kafsd esjk izfroknh 
ls le>kSrk gks x;k gSA bls nkf[ky nIrj fd;k tkosA” 

 

 3. In view of the above statement, this reference/claim petition is withdrawn as 
compromised. Parties to bear their own costs. 
 
 4. The reference is answered in the aforesaid terms. 
 
 5. A copy of this Award be sent to the appropriate Government for publication in the 
official gazette and the file after due completion be consigned to the Record Room. 
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 Announced in the open Court today this 2nd day of November, 2020. 
 
 

Sd/- 
(YOGESH JASWAL), 

Presiding Judge, 
Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal, 

Kangra at Dharamshala, H.P. 
______________ 

 
 
IN THE COURT OF SHRI YOGESH JASWAL, PRESIDING JUDGE, LABOUR COURT-

CUM-INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KANGRA AT DHARAMSHALA (H.P.) 
 
  Ref. No.  : 183/2017 
  Date of Institution  : 16-8-2017  
  Date of Decision  : 03-11-2020 
 
 Shri Arjun Singh s/o Shri Bhagat Ram, r/o Village Diara, P.O. Totarani, Tehsil 
Dharamshala, District Kangra, H.P.    ..Petitioner. 
 

Versus 
 
 Director, M/s Raheja Hydro Power Project, Gaj-II, SHP, Village Diara, Tehsil 
Dharamshala, District Kangra, H.P.     ..Respondent. 
 
 

Reference under Section 10 (1) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
 
  For the Petitioner : Petitioner in person with Sh. Gaurav Sharma, Legal Aid  
     Counsel. 
     
  For the Respondent : Sh. Dilbag Singh, Assistant Project Manager,  
        Dharamshala 

 
AWARD 

 
 The reference given below has been received from the appropriate Government for 
adjudication:— 
 

 “Whether the termination of the services of Shri Arjun Singh s/o Shri Bhagat Ram, r/o 
Village Diara, P.O. Totarani, Tehsil Dharamshala, District Kangra, H.P. by the Director, 
M/s Raheja Hydro Power Project, Gaj-II, Village Diara, Tehsil Dharamshala, District 
Kangra, H.P. w.e.f. 22.02.2016 vide order dated  15.02.2016  (copy enclosed) on the basis of 
domestic enquiry and without affording adequate/sufficient opportunities in the domestic 
enquiry, as alleged by the workman, without complying the provisions of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947, is legal and justified? If not, what relief of service benefits and amount 
of compensation the above aggrieved workman is entitled to from the above 
employer/management?” 
 

 2. The case is listed for appearance of both these parties but, however, Shri Arjun Singh 
(petitioner) has made the below given statement in the Court today:— 
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 “C;ku fd;k fd mijksDr  (Ref. No. 183/2017) dks eSa u pykuk pkgrk gaw D;kafsd esjk izfroknh ls 

le>kSrk gks x;k gSA bls nkf[ky nIrj fd;k tkosA 
 
 3. In view of the above statement, this reference/claim petition is withdrawn as 
compromised. Parties to bear their own costs. 
 
 4. The reference is answered in the aforesaid terms. 
 
 5. A copy of this Award be sent to the appropriate Government for publication in the 
official gazette and the file after due completion be consigned to the Record Room. 
 
 Announced in the open Court today this 3rd  day of November, 
 
 

Sd/- 
(YOGESH JASWAL), 

Presiding Judge, 
Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal, 

Kangra at Dharamshala, H.P. 
_________ 

 
IN THE COURT OF SHRI YOGESH JASWAL, PRESIDING JUDGE, LABOUR COURT-

CUM-INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KANGRA AT DHARAMSHALA (H.P.) 
 
  Ref. No. : 863/2016 
  Date of Institution : 26-11-2016 
  Date of Decision : 03-11-2020 
 
 Shri Sher Singh s/o Shri Chatro Ram, r/o Village and Post Office Aund, Tehsil Nurpur, 
District Kangra, H.P.     ..Petitioner. 
 

Versus 
 
 1. The Executive Engineer, H.P.P.W.D. Division, Nurpur, Tehsil Nurpur, District 
Kangra, H.P. 
 
 2. The Executive Engineer, H.P.P.W.D. Division, Jawali, Tehsil Nurpur, District Kangra, 
H.P.      ..Respondents. 
 

Reference under Section 10 (1) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
 
  For the Petitioner : Sh. Mukul Vaid, Adv. Vice 
 
  For  the  Respondent(s) : Sh. Anil Sharma, Dy. D.A. 
 

AWARD 
 
 The reference given below has been received from the appropriate Government for 
adjudication:— 
 

 “Whether alleged termination of services of Shri Sher Singh s/o Shri Chatro Ram, r/o 
Village and Post Office Aund, Tehsil Nurpur, District Kangra, H.P. during May, 1987 by 
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(1) The Executive Engineer,  H.P.P.W.D. Division, Nurpur, Tehsil Nurpur, District Kangra, 
H.P. (2) The Executive Engineer, H.P.P.W.D. Division, Jawali, Tehsil Nurpur, District 
Kangra, H.P., who had worked on daily wages and has raised his industrial dispute  after 
about 25 years vide demand notice dated-nil-received on 29.11.2012, without complying the 
provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, is legal and justified? If not, keeping in 
view of delay of about 25 years in raising the industrial dispute, what amount of back 
wages, seniority, past service benefits and compensation the above ex- worker is entitled to 
from the above employer/management?” 

 

 2. The case of the petitioner as it emerges from the statement of claim is that he was 
engaged by Himachal Pradesh Public Works Department on daily basis in the year 1985 in 
HPPWD Division, Nurpur and had worked as such uptil the year 1990. He had completed 240 days 
in twelve calendar months from the date of his retrenchment and many juniors were retained. 
HPPWD Division Nurpur was involved in the construction and maintenance of roads, building and 
bridges, besides the  repair and maintenance of tools and plants etc. and the patch work of metalled 
roads. The petitioner had worked for the preparation of roads with many juniors, retained by the 
employer and also with the re-engaged employees as detailed in para no. 3 of the petition. The 
petitioner had worked  under various mates. More than 1000 workers were engaged for a number of 
years by HPPWD Division Nurpur and in the year 1990 a pick and choose policy was adopted and 
the petitioner along-with some other daily waged workers  were  retrenched  on  the  false  
assurance  that  they  would  be retained after some time, declaring  them surplus. Respondent no.1 
had illegally terminated/retrenched the services of the petitioner  in  the  year 1990 and the juniors 
mentioned in para 3 of the petition were re-engaged on 25.5.2010. After his oral termination, many 
verbal requests were made by the petitioner to the department and he was being given the assurance 
that he would be engaged after three or four months. When nothing was heard from the side of the 
department, the petitioner had communicated in writing for his re-engagement on daily wage basis, 
but without success. The action of the employer in orally terminating the services of the petitioner 
is violative of the provisions of Section 25-F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter 
referred to as ‘the Act’ for short). No notice was served upon him. The provisions of Sections 25-G, 
25-H and 25-N of the Act have also been violated. The petitioner is having no source of income 
and is unemployed since his disengagement, hence he is entitled to full back wages, as his 
termination/retrenchment is illegal and arbitrary. The petitioner, thus, prays for his re-engagement 
with all consequential benefits. 
 

 3. On notice, the respondents appeared. They filed a joint reply taking preliminary 
objections, regarding lack of maintainability and that the petition was bad on the grounds of delay 
and laches. The contents of the petition were denied on merits. It is alleged that the services of the 
petitioner had been engaged as a beldar w.e.f. October, 1986 in HPPWD Sub Division Suliali, 
Division Jassur and that he had worked intermittently uptil May, 1987. It is denied that the 
petitioner was disengaged by the respondents in the year 1990. The petitioner had not completed 
240 days in any calendar year. He had left the job of his own sweet will and had never approached 
the department. It is claimed that HPPWD  Division Jassur was shifted/re-named as HPPWD 
Division Jawali vide HP Government Notification No. PBW-(A)-A (I) 17/1994 dated 21st July, 
1994. It is denied that respondent no.1 had re-engaged workers on  25.5.2010. Infact workers were 
re-engaged by the respondents as per the orders of the Hon’ble High Court. It is admitted that 
HPPWD Divisions Nurpur and Jawali are involved in the construction and maintenance of roads, 
buildings and bridges, repair and maintenance of tools and plants etc. It is denied that a pick and 
choose policy had been adopted by the respondents. No junior has been retained or engaged by the 
respondents, so there is no violation of the provisions of Sections 25-G and 25-H of the Act. It is 
denied that the petitioner had made various requests  and  that  assurances  had been given to him 
by the respondents. After leaving the work in May, 1987, the petitioner had never approached the 
respondents and had raised the demand notice only in the year 2011, i.e. after about 24 years. The 
respondents, thus, pray for the dismissal of the claim. 
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 4. While filing the rejoinder the petitioner controverted the averments made in the reply 
and reiterated those in the statement of claim. 
 
 5. Out of the pleadings of the parties, the following issues were settled for determination 
and adjudication by this Court vide order dated 07.7.2018:— 
 
 1. Whether termination of the services of petitioner by the respondents during May, 1987 

is/was legal and justified as alleged?  ..OPP. 
 
 2. If issue no.1 is proved in affirmative, to what service benefits the petitioner is entitled 

to?   ..OPP. 
 
 3. Whether the claim petition is not maintainable in the present form as alleged? 
            ..OPR. 
 
 4. Whether the claim petition is bad on the ground of delay and laches as alleged?  ..OPR. 
 
  Relief. 
 
 6. Thereafter, the parties to the lis were directed to adduce evidence in support of the 
issues so framed. 

 
 7. Arguments of the learned vice Counsel for the petitioner and the learned Deputy 
District Attorney for the respondent heard and records gone through. 

 
 8. For the reasons to be recorded hereinafter while discussing the issues for 
determination, my findings thereon are as under:— 
 
  Issue No. 1 : Decided accordingly 
 
  Issue No. 2 : Negative 
 
  Issue No. 3 : Yes 
 
  Issue No. 4 : Not pressed 
 
  Relief : Claim petition dismissed vide operative portion of the  
     Award. 
 

REASONS FOR FINDINGS 
 
Issues No. 1 and 2: 
 
 9. Both these issues are intrinsically connected with each other and required common 
appreciation of evidence, hence are taken together for the purpose of determination and 
adjudication. 
 
 10. The petitioner, namely, Shri Sher Singh examined himself as PW1 and filed his 
affidavit in evidence, which is exhibited as Ex. PW1/A. In his affidavit, he reiterated the contents of 
his statement of claim. He also filed certain documents purportedly in support of his claim, which 
are exhibited as Ex. PW1/B to Ex. PW1/H and Mark-A to Mark-O. 
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 In the cross-examination, he admitted that before the  year 1994, HPPWD Division was at 
Jassur. He admitted that HPPWD Division Jawali was established on 21st July, 1994 vide 
government notification no. PBW-(A)-A(1)17/94. He denied that he had not worked with the 
respondents. Volunteered that, he had worked regularly from the year 1985 uptil the year 1990. He 
denied that he had not worked for this period. He also denied that he had worked only for 121 days 
from October, 1986 uptil May, 1987. It was also denied by him that no juniors to him had been 
kept. He feigned ignorance that Smt. Kusum Lata was appointed as  a  daily waged beldar in 
HPPWD Division Dalhousie in the year 1983. He denied that he had never worked for 240 days 
and above in any year. However, he admitted that he owns land, which he cultivates. He also 
admitted that he is doing the days’ drudgery privately. Self stated that, as and when the work is 
available. He denied that he was never disengaged by the respondents/department. 
 
 11. PW2 Shri Sukar Deen testified that he had worked as beldar from the year 1986 uptil 
the year 2016 in HPPWD Division, Nurpur. He knows the petitioner, who had also been working 
with them in the department. He denied in the cross-examination that the  petitioner  had never 
worked in the department. 
 
 12. PW3 Shri Gian Chand stated that he was engaged in the year 1986 as a Mate in 
HPPWD Division, Nurpur. He was removed by the department in the year 1990, when he had 
obtained a stay from the H.P. Administrative Tribunal. Thereafter, he was again kept at work. He 
knows the petitioner, who had also worked with them in the department. He was also a member of 
their union. In the cross-examination, he was categorical that the petitioner had never worked with 
him. Volunteered that, he had worked in the other section. 
 
 13. Conversely, Shri Dinesh Kumar Dhiman, Executive Engineer, HPPWD, Division 
Nurpur (respondent no. 1) testified as RW1. In his affidavit Ex. RW1/A preferred as per Order 18, 
Rule 4 of the Code of Civil Procedure, he corroborated on oath the contents of the reply filed by 
him. 
 
 14. In the cross-examination, he admitted that when the workers had been removed from 
HPPWD Division, Nurpur in the year 1990, he was not working in any capacity  in this Division. 
He also admitted that in HPPWD Nurpur the works of road repair, maintenance, patch work and 
widening are done continuously. He admitted that the work increases during the monsoons. He 
further admitted that the persons mentioned in para 3 of the claim petition, in para 2 of the affidavit 
of the petitioner and in the document Ex.RW1/D are still working in HPPWD Division, Nurpur. He 
cannot say that when 24 workers were removed, any notice under Section 25-F was issued or not. 
Self stated that, they had left the work of their own. He denied that wrong mandays of the petitioner 
has been given. 
 
 15. Ex. RW1/B is the copy of notification dated 21st July, 1994 with regard to shifting of 
HPPWD Division Jassur  to  Jawali  along-with sanctioned  strength  and  staff. 
 

 16. Ex. RW1/C is the copy of Office Order dated 23.7.1994 regarding the closure of 
HPPWD Jassur Division at Nurpur and its functioning at Jawali, HPPWD Jawali Division. 
 
 17. Ex. RW1/D  is  the copy of another Office Order  dated 29.11.2010 with regard to 
implementation of the award of this Court dated 22.12.2007. 
 

 18. Ex. RW1/E is the copy of letter dated 19.8.1998 regarding posting of Smt. Kusum 
Sharma as daily waged store clerk. 
 

 19. Ex. RW1/F  is the copy of letter dated 18.12.1999 regarding representation of Smt. 
Kusum Lata. 
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 20. Ex. RW1/G is the copy of letter dated 18.1.2000 written by the Engineer-in-Chief 
HPPWD Shimla to The Superintending Engineer, 9th Circle, H.P. HPPWD, Nurpur relating to the 
engagement of Store Clerk on daily waged basis. 
 
 21. Ex. RW1/H is the copy of mandays chart pertaining to the petitioner. 
 
 22. Ex. RW1/I is the copy of working days chart of Smt. Kusum Lata working under 
Banikhet Sub Division HPPWD Banikhet. 
 
 23. Ex. RW1/J is the copy of working days chart of Smt. Kusum Sharma working under 
Suliali Sub Division HPPWD Suliali. 
 
 24. From the statement made by the respondent (RW1), it can be gathered that the 
petitioner had worked intermittently as a daily waged beldar w.e.f. October, 1986 to May, 1987. 
The mandays chart Ex. RW1/H produced by the respondents discloses that the services of the 
petitioner were initially engaged in the month of October, 1986 by the department and that he had 
worked as such uptil May, 1987. However, placed on record by the respondents is another mandays 
chart, which was filed along-with the reply for additional evidence. Although, this mandays chart 
has not been exhibited on record by the respondents, but still the same can be looked into, as it has 
been issued by respondent no. 2. As per this document the petitioner is shown to have worked 
intermittently with the department w.e.f. October, 1986 uptil February, 1990. This shows that the 
other mandays chart pertaining to the petitioner placed on record by the respondents as Ex.RW1/H 
is apparently wrong and incorrect. 
 
 25. Now comes the question as to whether in the month of May, 1987, the services of the 
petitioner were finally terminated by the respondents or not? 
 
 26. As per the reference received from  the  appropriate Government, the services of the 
petitioner stood finally terminated during May, 1987. Section 10 (4) of the Act mandates  that the 
Labour Court/Industrial Tribunal shall confine its adjudication to the points of dispute referred to it 
by the appropriate Government and the matters incidental thereto. No reference has been received 
from the appropriate Government regarding the alleged final termination of the services of the 
petitioner by the respondents in the year 1990. However, looking to the statement of claim and the 
sworn testimony of the petitioner, it is apparent that he has claimed that his services had been 
finally terminated by the respondents in the year 1990. Such pleadings and evidence of the 
petitioner cannot be looked into by this Court, being beyond the terms of the reference. Then, as per 
the mandays chart  filed  on  9th September, 2019, the petitioner is shown to have worked 
intermittently with the department till the month of February, 1990. Since, it has not been pleaded 
nor stated by the petitioner that his services stood terminated by the respondents in the month of 
May, 1987, therefore, the question of final termination of his services by the respondents (as per the 
reference) does not arise. Rather, the same has become insignificant. 
 

 27. Such being the situation, I have no hesitation to conclude that the services of the 
petitioner were not finally terminated by the respondents during May, 1987. He is not entitled to 
any relief. 
 

 28. Issue no.1 is decided accordingly and issue no. 2 is answered in the negative and 
against the petitioner. 
 

Issue No. 3: 
 
 29. Taking into account my findings on issues no. 1 and 2 above, it is held that neither the 
petitioner has the cause of action nor the locus standi to sue. The claim petition is not maintainable 
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in the present form. The same is frivolous and vexatious. The claim petition has been instituted by 
the petitioner with a malafide intention to derive undue advantage(s). This issue is decided in 
favour of the respondents and against the petitioner. 
 
Issue No. 4: 
 
 30. Not pressed. 
 
Relief: 
 
 
 31. In the light of what has been discussed hereinabove, while recording the findings on 
issues supra, the present claim petition merits dismissal and is accordingly dismissed, with no order 
as to costs. The reference is answered in the aforesaid terms. A copy of this Award be sent to the 
appropriate Government for publication in the official gazette and the file after due completion be 
consigned to the Record Room. 
 
 
 Announced in the open Court today this 3rd day of November, 2020. 
 

Sd/- 
(YOGESH JASWAL), 

Presiding Judge, 
Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal, 

Kangra at Dharamshala, H.P. 
 

____________ 
 
 

IN THE COURT OF SHRI YOGESH JASWAL, PRESIDING JUDGE, LABOUR COURT-
CUM-INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KANGRA AT DHARAMSHALA (H.P.) 

 
  Ref. No. : 96/2006 
  Date of Institution : 30-8-2006 
  Date of Decision : 05-11-2020 
 
 Shri Joginder Singh s/o Shri Punnu Ram, r/o Village & P.O. Thakurdwara, Tehsil Indora, 
District Kangra, H.P.        ..Petitioner. 
 

Versus 
 
 1. The Managing Director, Himachal Pradesh Financial Corporation, New Himrus 
Building, Circular Road Shimla-1. 
 
 2. The Assistant General Manager, H.P. Financial Corporation District Office Ram 
Nagar, Dharamshala, Distt. Kangra, H.P.     ..Respondents. 
 

Reference under Section 10 (1) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
 
  For the Petitioner : Sh. Manish Katoch, Adv.  
 
  For the Respondent(s) : Sh. S.C. Vaid, Adv. 
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AWARD 

 
 The below given reference has been received from the appropriate Government for 
adjudication:— 

 
 “Whether the termination of services of Shri Joginder Singh s/o Shri Punnu Ram workman 
by the (1) The Managing Director, Himachal Pradesh Financial Corporation, New Himrus 
Building, Circular Road Shimla-1 (2) The Assistant General Manager, H.P. Financial 
Corporation District Office Ram Nagar, Dharamshala, Distt. Kangra, H.P. w.e.f. 20.12.03 
without complying the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is proper and justified? If 
not, what relief of service benefits and amount of compensation the above a aggrieved 
workman is entitled to?” 

 
 2. The case of the petitioner as set out in the statement of claim is that he was engaged as 
a workman/Chowkidar by the respondents on 10.11.1993 in a unit/factory i.e. Kanchan Polythene 
Industry Khatiar. He had continuously worked with the respondents uptil 18.12.2003 and had 
completed 240 days of work in each and every calendar year of his employment. On 19.12.2003, 
his services were illegally and arbitrarily terminated by the respondents. Before the termination of 
his services, no notice was given to him. The respondents did not take the permission from the 
specified authority for the disengagement of his services. Principle of ‘last come first go’ had also 
been violated by the respondents. The termination of the petitioner was stated to be violative under 
Sections 25-F, 25-G and 25-N of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred to as ‘the 
Act’ for short). The disengagement of the petitioner on the basis of the terms/conditions of contract 
dated 8.3.1995, which inter-alia restricted the right of the petitioner in terms of the protection 
guaranteed to him under the Act was stated to be void in the eyes of law. As such, the petitioner 
prayed that the termination be declared null and void and he be reinstated along-with all 
consequential benefits. 
 
 3. On notice, the respondents appeared. They filed a reply taking preliminary submissions 
that the termination of the petitioner did not fall within the ambit of “retrenchment” as the services 
of the petitioner had been engaged as a Chowkidar in pursuance to a contract and his engagement 
was co-terminus with the sale of the taken over industrial unit under Section 29 of the State 
Financial Corporation Act, 1951. Moreover the Corporation did not have any regular vacancy of a 
Chowkidar engaged in taken over units and no rules and regulations have been  framed  to engage 
them on duties and as such the completion of 240 days of continuous service in a year cannot 
entitle them for regularization. The petitioner had been engaged in a taken over and a closed unit 
for watch and ward purposes. Therefore, the petitioner cannot be deemed to be an employee/ 
workman of the industrial concern. The status of employer and an employee inter se the parties was 
also disputed as the respondent Corporation was only the owner of the assets of the company for a 
limited purpose under Section 29 of The State Financial Corporations Act, 1951. The contents of 
the petition were denied on merits. It was asserted that the petitioner was engaged purely on 
contract basis and his engagement was co-terminus to the sale of the taken over unit, where he had 
been appointed for watch and ward. The petitioner had himself agreed to abide by the terms of the 
contract and had even executed an agreement in this behalf on 8.3.1995. Consequently the services 
of the petitioner were terminated on 18.12.2003 in view of the sale of the unit. The action of the 
respondents’ Corporation was thus stated to be legal and valid. It was denied that the provisions of 
sections 25-F, 25-G and 25-N of the Act were applicable in the facts and circumstances of the  case.  
Hence,  it  was prayed that the petition be dismissed. 
 
 4. While filing the rejoinder, the petitioner controverted the averments made in the reply 
and reiterated those in the statement of claim. 
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 5. Out of the pleadings of the parties, the following issues were settled for determination 
and adjudication by this Court vide order dated 07.01.2008:— 
 
 1. Whether the termination from the service of the petitioner by the respondent is proper 

and justified? ..OPP. 
 
 2. If the above issue is proved in affirmative to what relief of service benefit the 

petitioner is entitled to the respondent? ..OPP. 
 
 3. Whether the service of the claimant were engaged for a specific period of time and 

engaged for a specific work on whose completion his service stood automatically 
terminated. If so, its effect?  ..OPR. 

 
  Relief. 
 

 6. Thereafter, the parties to the lis were directed to adduce evidence in support of the 
issues so framed. 
 

 7. Be it recorded here that after hearing the arguments of  the parties and going through to 
the records, earlier the reference was dismissed by the learned predecessor-in-office of mine on 
dated 29th June, 2010 but, however, the respondents were burdened with compensation amounting 
to Rs. 50,000/- to be paid to the petitioner within a period of 90 days from the date of Award. 
 
 8. Against the said Award two writ petitions had been filed, one by the 
workman/petitioner bearing CWP No. 4537/2010 and the other by the employer/respondents 
bearing CWP No. 5488/2010. Both the writ petitions were disposed of by the Hon’ble High Court 
of Himachal Pradesh on 18th October, 2019 on the following terms:— 
 

 “……to decide the same afresh after providing an opportunity of being heard to the 
parties. It is, however, made clear that the adjudication upon the Reference by the Tribunal 
shall be on the basis of the material which is already on record and no further opportunity 
in this regard shall be granted by the learned Tribunal to either of the parties…….” 

 
 9. In compliance of the aforesaid order passed by the Hon’ble High Court of H.P. in the 
above-mentioned writ petitions, arguments of both the parties were heard afresh. Be it stated here 
that as per the said order, this Tribunal was to answer the reference within a period of six months 
from 18.11.2019 i.e. on or before 18.5.2020. However, after the case was listed for arguments, due 
to the outbreak/spread of COVID-19, the same could not be taken  up for effective hearing and 
disposed of within the aforesaid period. It had to be listed for further proceedings. As per 
notification No. HHC/RG/C-19/2020-31 dated 07.8.2020 issued by the Hon’ble High Court of 
H.P., this case was  taken up on 11.8.2020 and notices were issued to the parties as well as their 
counsel for 28.8.2020. On 28.8.2020, neither the parties nor their counsel were present. Notices 
were again issued for 14.9.2020. On the said date Shri Manish Katoch, learned counsel for the 
petitioner had only appeared. None had put in appearance for the respondents, as the notices issued 
to the respondents had not been received back. Fresh notices were issued to the respondents and 
their counsel for 03.10.2020. On the said date, learned vice counsel who had put in appearance for 
the respondents had sought an adjournment, which was granted as not opposed. Final arguments of 
both the parties were thereafter heard on 26.10.2020 and 30.10.2020 respec- tively. Records have 
also been gone through. 
 
 10. For the reasons to be recorded hereinafter while discussing the issues for 
determination, my findings thereon are as under:— 
 

  Issue No. 1 : Yes 
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  Issue No. 2 : Negative 
 
  Issue No. 3 : Yes 
 
  Relief : Claim petition dismissed vide operative portion  
     of the Award. 
 
 

REASONS FOR FINDINGS 
 
Issues No. 1 to 3: 
 
 11. All these issues are intrinsically connected with each other and required common 
appreciation of evidence, hence are taken together for the purpose of determination and 
adjudication. 
 
 12. The petitioner, namely, Shri Joginder Singh examined himself as PW1 and filed his 
affidavit in evidence, which is exhibited as Ex. PW1/A. In his affidavit, he reiterated the contents of 
his statement of claim. 
 
 In the cross-examination, he stated that no appointment letter was issued to him. He himself 
had approached the respondent for the job. He had not filed any application for the job, nor had 
furnished his age proof and educational qualification. He had only been working as a chowkidar in 
the industrial unit. He has feigned ignorance that he was made aware by the respondents that he 
could work as chowkidar till the time the industrial unit was not sold. Volunteered that, he was told 
that he would be kept again. He denied that the respondents had entered  into  an  agreement dated 
8.3.1995 with him, which bears his signature. However, he admitted that the agreement bears the 
signatures of Swaran Singh and  Ravinder Kumar. Self stated that his signatures were obtained on 
the pretext that as documents regarding his regularization had been received, his signatures were 
required. His signatures and that of the witnesses were obtained separately. He has read uptil the 
sixth standard and is well versed with hindi. He admitted that the agreement is written in hindi. He 
specifically denied that the contents of the agreement were read over to him before he signed it. He 
also denied that his job was only till the time the unit was not sold and that after the sale his job 
would automatically end. Further, he denied that that since he had been kept on contract basis, the 
criteria of continuous service of one year on completion of 240 days did not apply to him. He 
feigned ignorance that the Corporation has not made any rules regarding the workers of the sick 
units, on being taken over. He was also not aware that no salary was being paid to him by the 
Corporation and that it was being debited in the account of the industrial unit. Volunteered that, he 
was being paid the salary by the Corporation. He specifically denied that his job was on contract 
basis and that it was to come to an end on the sale of the unit, as per the rules. 
 
 

 13. Conversely, Shri K.C. Rana, Assistant General  Manager testified as RW1. In his 
affidavit Ex. RW1/A preferred as per Order 18, Rule 4 of the Code of Civil Procedure, he 
corroborated on oath the contents of the reply filed by him. 
 
 

 14. In the cross-examination, he admitted that the petitioner had worked as chowkidar in 
Kanchan Polythene Industry, Kathiar w.e.f. 10.11.1993 to 18.12.2003. He also admitted that when 
the petitioner was kept at work on 10.11.1993, no written contract was prepared. He denied that it 
was not disclosed to the petitioner that his job would come to an end on the closure of the unit. He 
admitted that Ex.RW1/B was not written in his presence. Self stated that it was written in the 
presence of his predecessor, whose signatures he recognizes. He denied that the petitioner had 
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never entered into contract, Ex.RW1/B. He further denied that the signatures of the petitioner were 
obtained on a blank paper on the pretext that papers regarding his regularization were to be sent. 
Further, he denied that the signatures of the petitioner were fraudulently obtained on agreement 
dated 8.3.1995, Ex.RW1/B. He admitted that no one month’s notice was given to the petitioner at 
the time of his disengagement. He also admitted that even three months prior notice was also not 
given to him. Volunteered that, as per the terms and conditions, the job of the petitioner was to 
come to an end on the sale of the unit. He denied that the petitioner had wrongly and illegally been 
terminated. He further denied that neither Ex.RW1/B was prepared in the presence of the petitioner, 
nor its contents were read over to him. It is also denied by him that chowkidars junior to the 
petitioner were retained by the Corporation and that they were also regularized. 
 
 15. It is the admitted case of the parties that the services of the petitioner were engaged as 
a chowkidar in the unit which was taken over by the respondents/ Corporation under Section 29 of 
The State Financial Corporations Act, 1951. From the pleadings as well as evidence led on record 
by the parties, it can be gathered that the petitioner had served as a chowkidar from 10.11.1993 to 
18.12.2003. Admittedly, the services of the petitioner were terminated w.e.f. 18.12.2003 per 
letter/notice dated 18.12.2003, copy of which is Annexure-A/1 on record. 
 
 16. Ex.RW1/B is Asthai Niyukti Anuband Patra (agreement of temporary employment on 
contract basis) which was executed by the petitioner in favour of the respondents. From the 
substantive evidence of the petitioner (PW1), it is evident that the agreement Ex.RW1/B bears his 
signatures. It was clearly admitted in the cross-examination by the petitioner that Ex.RW1/B bears 
the signatures of Ravinder Singh and Sarwan Singh as witnesses. Although, the petitioner averred 
that the agreement dated 8.3.1995, Ex.RW1/B had been entered by way of misrepresentation and 
that his signatures had been obtained on blank papers by the respondents/Corporation, but no  
confidence  inspiring evidence has been led by the petitioner in order to establish this fact. The plea 
taken by the petitioner that he had signed on blank papers is inherently suspicious and  no prudent 
man is expected to deal with the agreement in such a careless and casual manner. The burden is 
heavy in such a case to prove the plea. In the present case, such burden has not been discharged. 
Respondent no. 2 (RW1) denied this fact in the cross- examination and no other evidence was led 
by the petitioner to prove this fact, except for his self serving testimony, which cannot be taken as a 
gospel truth. The most material witnesses, namely, Shri Sarwan Singh and Sh. Ravinder Singh, 
who are shown to be the marginal witnesses to the agreement, have been withheld from the Court. 
They were the best witnesses to depose in this regard. It is not proved that they are alive or have 
died. It is settled law that the parties must lead best available evidence. Even otherwise, legally 
speaking, a person signing the document is presumed to know and agree to its contents. In the case 
on hand the petitioner is not illiterate. He has studied uptil the sixth standard and as per his own 
testimony is well versed with hindi. Indisputably, the agreement Ex.RW1/B is written in hindi. 
Therefore, the version of the petitioner that the agreement, Ex.RW1/B had been entered by way of 
misrepresentation and that his signatures had been obtained on blank papers by the 
respondents/Corporation cannot be accepted. Conditions no. 3, 4 and 7 of Ex.RW1/B read thus: 
 

 “3- ;g fd f}rh; i{k dh pkSdhnkjh dk dk;Z flQZ vLFkkbZ rkSj ij fn;k x;k gSA tc rd 
vf/kxzg.k dh xbZ lEifÙk jkT; foÙkh; fuxe vf/kfu;e 1951 dh /kkjk 29 ds v/khu foØz; ugha gks 
tkrh ;k mldk dCtk ekfyd dks okfil ugha fd;k tkrk] vf/kxzg.k dh xbZ bdkbZ dh lEifÙk 
foØ; gksus ds rqjUr i'Pkkr~ f}rh; i{k dh lsok;sa lekIr le>h tk;saxh] ;gka ;g Hkh li’V fd;k 
tkrk gS fd f}rh; i{k dh lsok;as dsoy vf/kxg.k lEifÙk ds foØ; gkuss ;k mldk dCtk ekfyd 
dks okfil ugha  fd;k tkrk rd gh  lhfer gS]  mlds i'pkr~ f}rh; i{k dk izFke i{k ij fdlh 
izdkj dk nkok ugha gksxkA 

 

 4-;g fd izFke i{k dks iw.kZ vf/kdkj gksxk fd f}rh; i{k dh lsok;as dHkh Hkh lekIr dj ldrk gSA 
;fufd vf/kxzg.k dh xbZ lEifÙk ds foØ; ls igys HkhA 
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7- ;g fd f}rh; i{k dh fu;qfDr jkT; foÙkh; fuxe vf/kfu;e 1951 dh /kkjk 29 ds v/khu dCts 
esa yh xbZ bdkbZ dh j{kk o fuxjkuh gsrq vLFkkbZ rkSj ij le>h tk;sxh] rFkk og fu;qfDr fgekpy 
izns'k foÙkh; fuxe esa dh xbZ fu;qfDr ugha ekuh tk;sxh A 
 

 ;g vuqcU/k i= vkt fnukad 8&3&1995 dks nksuks i{kksa us eku fy;k gS] rFkk bl ij gLrk{kj dj 
fn;s gSa**A 
 
 17. As already mentioned, the services of the petitioner were dispensed with by the 
respondents in accordance with the above noted condition(s), as is clear from the contents of the 
termination notice/letter Annexure-A/1. Taking into account the terms and conditions of the 
engagement of the petitioner as well as the evidence available on the file, I am at a loss to 
understand as to how it lies in the mouth of the petitioner to say that his services were wrongly and 
illegally terminated by the respondents. To my mind, the termination of the services of the 
petitioner by the respondents does not amount to “retrenchment” in view of the provisions of 
Section 2(oo) (bb) of the Act. 
 
 18. Such being the situation, it is held that the services of the petitioner were engaged on 
contractual basis only. No relationship of master and servant existed between the parties. The claim 
petition is not maintainable in the present form. It appears to me that the avarice of the petitioner to 
grab a government job and money has forced him to file a baseless claim. No relief can be granted 
to him. His claim is fallacious. 
 
 19. These issues are decided against the petitioner and in favour of the respondents. 
 
Relief: 
 
 20. In the light of what has been discussed hereinabove, while recording the findings on 
issues supra, the present claim petition merits dismissal and is accordingly dismissed, with no order 
as to costs. The reference is answered in the aforesaid terms. A copy of this Award be sent to the 
appropriate Government for publication in the official gazette and the file after due completion be 
consigned to the Record Room. 
 
 Announced in the open Court today this 5th  day of November, 2020. 
 

Sd/- 
(YOGESH JASWAL), 

Presiding Judge, 
Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal, 

Kangra at Dharamshala, H.P. 
 

_________ 

 
IN THE COURT OF SHRI YOGESH JASWAL, PRESIDING JUDGE, LABOUR COURT-

CUM-INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KANGRA AT DHARAMSHALA (H.P.) 
 
  Ref. No. : 133/2019 
  Date of Institution : 15-11-2019 
  Date of Decision : 07-11-2020 
 
 Shri Ankaj Verma s/o Shri Roshan Lal, r/o Village Nalwin, P.O. Galore, Tehsil Galore, 
District Hamirpur, H.P.   ..Petitioner. 
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Versus 

 
 M/s Kailash Print Media Pvt. Ltd., Village Sasan, P.O. Jhanyari, Tehsil & District 
Hamirpur, H.P.       ..Respondent. 
 

Reference under Section 10 (1) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
 
  For the Petitioner : Petitioner in person 
 
  For the Respondent : Sh. Anand Sharma, Adv. 
 

AWARD 
 
 The reference given below has been received from the appropriate Government for 
adjudication:— 
 

“Whether  the  claim  of  Sh.  Ankaj  Verma  s/o  Sh.  Roshan Lal, r/o Village Nalwin, P.O. 
Galore, Tehsil Galore, District Hamirpur, H.P. for the recovery of the amount due to him on 
account of his pending wages for 3 months amounting to Rs. 36,000/-, Earned leave 
amounting to Rs. 13,000/-, Retrenchment  Compensation  amounting  to  Rs. 13,000/- and 
Notice Pay amounting to Rs. 12,000/- from M/s Kailash Print Media Pvt. Ltd. Having its 
office at Vill. Sasan, P.O. Jhanyari, Tehsil and District Hamirpur, H.P. is justified? If yes, to 
what amount of pending wages, earned leave, retrenchment compensation and notice pay 
along with interest or compensation, he is entitled?” 

 
 2. The case is listed for appearance of the petitioner but, however, Shri Ankaj Verma 
(petitioner) has made the below given statement in the Court today:- 
 

 “C;ku fd;k fd esjk izfroknh ls le>kSrk gks x;k gSA eSa mijksDr  Ref. No.133/19 dks u pykuk 
pkgrk gaw  bls nkf[ky nIrj fd;k tkosA” 

 
 3. In view of the above statement, this reference/claim petition is withdrawn as 
compromised. Parties to bear their own costs. 
 
 4. The reference is answered in the aforesaid terms. 
 
 5. A copy of this Award be sent to the appropriate Government for publication in the 
official gazette and the file after due completion be consigned to the Record Room. 
 
 Announced in the open Court today this 7th  day of November, 2020. 
 

Sd/- 
(YOGESH JASWAL), 

Presiding Judge, 
Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal, 

Kangra at Dharamshala, H.P. 
__________ 

 
IN THE COURT OF SHRI YOGESH JASWAL, PRESIDING JUDGE, LABOUR COURT-

CUM-INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KANGRA AT DHARAMSHALA (H.P.) 
 
  Ref. No. : 155/2017 
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  Date of Institution : 06-7-2017 
  Date of Decision : 12-11-2020 
 
 Shri Harish Kumar s/o Shri Beli Ram, r/o Village Salag, P.O. Balag, Tehsil Sundernagar, 
District Mandi, H.P.  ..Petitioner. 
 

Versus 
 
 The Divisional Forest Officer, Suket Forest Division, Sunder Nagar, District Mandi, H.P.  

  ..Respondent. 
 

Reference under Section 10 (1) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
 
  For the Petitioner : Sh. Deepak Azad, Adv. 
 
  For  the  Respondent : Sh. Anil Sharma, Dy. D.A. 
 

AWARD 
 
 The reference given below been received from the appropriate Government for 
adjudication:— 
 

 “Whether the termination of services of Shri Harish Kumar s/o Shri Beli Ram, r/o Village 
Salag, P.O. Balag, Tehsil Sunder Nagar, District Mandi, H.P. by the Divisional Forest 
Officer, Suket Forest Division, Sunder Nagar, District Mandi, H.P. during October, 2012 
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 ex-worker is entitled to from the above employer/management?” 

 
 2. After that, a corrigendum reference has been received from the appropriate 
Government on 8th  May, March, 2019, which reads thus:— 
 

 “Whereas, a reference has been made to the Ld. Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal, 
Dharamshala, District Kangra, H.P. vide notification of even no. dated 24-06-2017 for legal 
adjudication. However, inadvertently the correct facts could not be mentioned about the 
date of time to time termination in the said notification. Therefore the date of time to time 
termination of the workman may be read as “September, 1998 to July, 2015 and finally 
during July, 2015” instead of “October, 2012”. 

 
 3. In furtherance to the reference it is averred by the petitioner in the statement of claim 
that he was engaged as a daily waged beldar by the respondent in September, 1998 and had worked 
as such  uptil  the  year 2015. However, fictional breaks were given to him time and again by the 
respondent despite availability of funds and work. The respondent has violated the principle of ‘last 
come first go’. His name was not mentioned by the respondent/department in the seniority list. A 
number of juniors (as detailed in para 4 of the petition), were retained by the respondent. His 
services were finally terminated by the respondent in February, 2015. No opportunity of re-
engagement was ever given to the petitioner. The respondent had also violated the provisions of 
Sections 9-A and 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred to as ‘the Act’ for 
short). When the services of the petitioner were orally terminated by the respondent on 25.1.1999, 
he had approached the Hon’ble Administrative Tribunal, Shimla, whereupon he was directed to 
prefer the matter before the appropriate authority. A demand notice was raised by the petitioner 
before the Labour-cum-Conciliation Officer, Mandi on 6.9.2010. It was responded to by the 
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respondent, but no proper mandays chart was given. The matter was turned down by the 
appropriate government. A fresh demand notice was filed by the petitioner, when along-with the 
reply a fresh mandays chart showing him to have worked uptil September, 2012 was filed. The 
petitioner had approached the respondent time and again to re-engage him, but without success. 
Hence, the petition. 
 
 4. On notice, the respondent appeared. He filed a reply taking preliminary objections 
regarding lack of maintainability. The contents of the petition were denied on merits. It was 
claimed that the petitioner was initially engaged to carry out seasonal forestry works in the month 
of September, 1998 and had worked intermittently uptil July, 2015. His services were never 
terminated by the respondent. He had left the work of his own sweet will. He had not completed 
240 days in any calendar year and as such there was no violation of the provisions of Section 25-B 
of the Act. No fictional/artificial breaks were given to him by the respondent. Since, the petitioner 
was an intermittent worker, his name was not included in the seniority list. The persons mentioned 
in the statement of claim had worked  continuously  and  so  some  of  them  were  regularized  on  
their fulfilling the terms and conditions for regularization of daily waged workers. The respondent 
has not violated the principle of ‘last come first go’ of the Act. The services of the petitioner were 
never  terminated  by  the respondent. Hence, it is prayed that the claim petition be dismissed. 
 
 5. While filing the rejoinder the petitioner controverted the averments made in the reply 
and reiterated those in the statement of claim. 
 
 6. Out of the pleadings of the parties, the following issues were settled for determination 
and adjudication by this Court vide order dated 10.7.2019: 
 
 1. Whether time to time termination of services of the petitioner by the respondent during 

September, 1998 to July, 2015 and final termination of services of petitioner during 
July, 2015 is/was illegal and unjustified, as alleged?  ..OPP. 

 
 2. If issue no.1 is proved in the affirmative, to what service benefits the petitioner is 

entitled to?    ..OPP. 
 
 3. Whether the claim petition is not maintainable, as alleged? ..OPR. 
 

  Relief. 
 
 7. Thereafter, the parties to the lis were directed to adduce evidence in support of the 
issues so framed. 
 

 8. Arguments of the learned counsel for the petitioner and the learned Deputy District 
Attorney for the respondent heard and records gone through. 
 

 9. For the reasons to be recorded hereinafter while discussing the issues for 
determination, my findings thereon are as under: 
 
  Issue No.1 : Partly yes, partly no. 
 
  Issue No.2 : Re-engagement with seniority and continuity in  
     service from July, 2015, except for back wages. 
 

  Issue No.3 : No 
 

  Relief : Petition is partly allowed as per the operative  
     part  of the Award. 
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REASONS FOR FINDINGS 

 
Issues No.1 and 2: 
 
 10. Both these issues are intrinsically connected with each other and required common 
appreciation of evidence, hence are taken together for the purpose of determination and 
adjudication. 
 
 11. The petitioner, namely, Shri Harish Kumar examined himself as PW1 and filed his 
affidavit in evidence, which is exhibited as Ex. PW1/A. In his affidavit, he reiterated the contents of 
his statement of claim. 
 
 In the cross-examination, he stated that he was employed in the department in the year 
1998. He denied that he had been coming to work of his own sweet will. He also denied that he had 
not worked continuously for 240 days. However, he admitted that he had worked uptil the year 
2015. He denied that he was not removed from work by the department. Further, he denied that the 
department had never given him fictional breaks. He admitted that the persons shown in para no. 3 
of his affidavit were regularized as per the orders of the Court. Volunteered that, some of them 
were regularized by the department. He specifically denied that department had not violated the 
provisions of the Act. He also denied that the department had not violated the principle of ‘last 
come first go’. He is an agriculturalist.  He denied that he was engaged for seasonal work. 
 
 12. Conversely, Shri Subhash Chand Prashar, Divisional Forest Officer, Suket Forest 
Division, Sunder Nagar, District Mandi (respondent) testified as RW1. In his affidavit Ex. RW1/A 
preferred as per Order 18, Rule 4 of the Code of Civil Procedure, he corroborated on oath the 
contents of the reply filed by him. 
 
 In the cross-examination, he feigned ignorance that the petitioner had worked on muster roll 
basis in the department. He admitted that as per the record, no notice had been given to the 
petitioner to report back for work, nor any proceedings had been initiated. He clearly admitted that 
the persons shown at serial no. 40 to 131 in Ex.PW1/C, which is issued by the department, were 
engaged after the petitioner. Further, he admitted that as per the record, the date of initial 
engagement of the petitioner is September, 1998. He admitted that S/Sh. Het Ram, Ganga  Ram, 
Babu Ram, Ram Dyal, Hans Raj, Radha Krishan and others had worked with the petitioner. Self 
stated that Sh. Het Ram s/o Sh. Paras Ram, Hans Raj, Het Ram s/o Sh. Dhani Ram, Desh Raj, Ram 
Dyal and Sh. Jai Prakash were regularized as per the orders of the Tribunal and some were 
regularized on the fulfillment of the requisite criteria. He also admitted that all the aforestated 
workers were engaged for seasonal works. He denied that persons junior to the petitioner had 
wrongly been kept at work. He denied that the department had intentionally given fictional breaks 
to the petitioner. He specifically admitted that even today work is available with the department. 
 

 13. Ex. RW1/B is the copy of mandays chart relating to the petitioner. 
 

 14. It is the admitted case of the parties that the services of the petitioner were engaged by 
the respondent/department in September, 1998. The mandays chart Ex.RW1/B also makes it crystal 
clear that the petitioner was initially appointed by the respondent in the month of 
September/October, 1998. 
 

 15. The respondent (RW1) specifically stated that no artificial/fictional breaks in service 
were provided to the petitioner at any point of time. This fact has not been challenged during the 
cross-examination by the learned counsel for the petitioner. It was merely suggested to the 
respondent that no notice nor any proceedings had been initiated against the petitioner for his 
absence from work. It is the basic law that if a fact goes un-rebutted on record, the same can be 
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taken  as admitted by the other side. In view of this legal position, I am at a loss to understand as to 
how it lies in the mouth of the petitioner to say that his services were disengaged by the respondent 
wrongly and illegally from time to time. 
 
 16. Otherwise too, though the petitioner in his cross-examination denied that he had not 
continuously worked for 240 days, but from the mandays chart Ex.RW1/B placed on record by the 
respondent, which is not disputed by the petitioner, it is apparent that the petitioner had not 
completed 240 days of work in any calendar year of his engagement. The mandays chart 
Ex.RW1/B clarifies that the petitioner had not worked even for a single day in the years 1999, 2001 
to 2008, 2010, 2011 and 2013. In the years 1998,  2000, 2009, 2012, 2014 and 2015, he had worked 
for only 88, 31, 28, 48, 42 and 42 days respectively. If intentional breaks in service were being 
provided to the petitioner by the respondent time and again as alleged, then why he (petitioner) did 
not agitate the said fact earlier or at the time of the receipt of the payments for the working days 
actually put in by him? Ex. RW1/B unfolds that in the year 2009, the petitioner worked under the 
respondent only for 28 days. A person not working for a single day or for less than 100 days in the 
whole year cannot be permitted to countenance that artificial/fictional  breaks were provided  to  
him by the respondent/employer wrongly and illegally. 
 
 17. Then, the plea of time to time termination was taken by the petitioner at a belated stage 
i.e. after a lapse of about twelve years (as per the statement of claim the matter was raised by the 
petitioner before the Labour-cum-Conciliation Officer, Mandi on 6.9.2010) from the date/month the 
respondent is alleged to have started giving him fictional breaks in service. The fact that the 
petitioner remained tight lipped and complacent about his right for such a long period without any 
protest speaks volumes about the truthfulness and veracity of his claim. The petitioner cannot be 
allowed to take advantage of his own wrongs. 
 

 18. Now comes the question as to whether in the month of July, 2015 the services of the 
petitioner were finally terminated by the respondent (as alleged) or not? 
 

 19. A plea was taken by the respondent that the petitioner was an intermittent worker. He 
had left the job of his own free will and volition. It is well known that abandonment has to be 
proved by the employer like any other fact. Therefore, the burden of proving of abandonment is 
upon the respondent.  It has been laid down by our own Hon’ble High Court in case titled as Narain 
Singh vs. The State of Himachal Pradesh & Ors., 2016  (3) Him L.R. 1875 that voluntarily 
abandonment of work by a workman is required to be established by way of cogent and reliable 
evidence by the employer. Similarly, in case titled as State of Himachal Pradesh &  another vs. 
Shri Partap Singh, 2017 (1) Him L.R. 286, it has been held by our own Hon’ble High Court that 
abandonment is not to be lightly presumed, but it has to be unequivocally proved by the employer. 
Simply because a workman fails to report for duty, it cannot be presumed that he has 
left/abandoned the job. Mere statement of Shri Subhash Chand Prashar, (RW1) alleging that the 
workman had abandoned the services is entirely insufficient to discharge the said onus. Admittedly, 
no disciplinary proceedings were initiated against the petitioner by the respondent for his alleged 
willful absence from duty. Absence from duty is a serious misconduct and the principle of natural 
justice did require that some sort of a fact finding inquiry was got conducted by the respondent. In 
the present case as it emerges from the evidence on record, so was not done by the respondent. 
Then, ‘animus’ to abandon, it is well settled, must necessarily be shown to exist, before a case of 
abandonment can be said to have been made out. No evidence of any such ‘animus’ on the part of 
the petitioner is forthcoming in the present case. Thus, the plea of abandonment put forth by the 
respondent/employer is not established. 
 

 20. It was also the stand taken by the respondent that the petitioner had not worked for 240 
days during the preceding twelve months and, therefore, the petitioner cannot claim any protection 
under the provisions of the Act. 
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 21. Section 25-B of the Act defines “continuous service”. In terms of Sub-Section (2) of 
Section 25-B that if a workman during a period of twelve calendar months preceding the date with 
reference to which calculation is to be made, has actually worked under the employer 240 days 
within a period of one year, he will be deemed to be in continuous service. The burden of proof is 
on the petitioner to show that he had worked for 240 days in the preceding twelve calendar months 
prior to his alleged retrenchment. The law on this issue is well settled. In R.M. Yellatty vs.  
Assistant Executive Engineer, (2006) 1 SCC 106, it has been laid by the Hon’ble Supreme Court 
that the burden of proof is on the claimant to show that he had worked for 240 days in a given year. 

 
 22. Applying the principles laid down in the above case by the Hon’ble Supreme Court, it 
was required of the petitioner to establish on record that he had worked continuously for a period of 
240 days in a block of twelve calendar months anterior to the date of his alleged final termination, 
which as per the reference took place in July, 2015. From the mandays chart Ex.RW1/B, it becomes 
clear that the petitioner had not completed 240 days of service in twelve calendar months preceding 
his date/month of retrenchment i.e. July, 2015. Therefore, it cannot be said that he was in 
“continuous service for not less than one year” under the employer and the provisions of Section 
25-F of the Act will not augur for the benefit of the petitioner. 
 
 23. The principle of “last come first go” is envisaged under Section 25G of the Act. The 
said Section provides: 
 

 “25-G. Procedure for retrenchment.- Where any workman in an industrial establishment, 
who is a citizen of India, is to be retrenched and he belongs to a particular category of 
workmen in that establishment, in the absence of any agreement between the employer and 
the workman in this behalf, the employer shall ordinarily retrench the workman who  was  
the  last  person  to  be  employed  in  that category,  unless  for  reasons  to  be  recorded  
the employer  retrenches  any  other  workman”. 

 
 24. The petitioner in his pleadings as well as the evidence maintained that at the time his 
services were terminated, the workmen, who were junior to him, were retained and who are 
presently working and have been regularized. It is the admitted case of the respondent (RW1) that 
the workers whose names are at serial no. 40 to 131 of the seniority list Ex.PW1/C are junior to the 
petitioner. It is not disputed that they are still serving the respondent. It was claimed by the 
respondent that the petitioner was a seasonal worker. However, it is also an admitted fact that all 
the persons whose names are there  in  the  cross-examination  of  the respondent were also 
seasonal workers. Such being the situation, it can be safely said that the principle of ‘last come first 
go’ has not been followed by the respondent. The mandate of Section 25-G of the Act had not been 
complied with by the respondent. 
 
 25. Since, the provisions of Section 25-G of the Act have been contravened, it was not 
obligatory for the petitioner to have completed 240 days in a block of twelve calendar months 
preceding termination to derive benefit under this Section of the Act. For taking this view, I am 
guided by the judgment rendered by our own Hon’ble High Court in case titled as  State of 
Himachal Pradesh & Anr. Vs. Shri Partap Singh, 2017 (1) Him  L.R. 286. 

 
 26. The petitioner’s allegation that the respondent had violated the provisions of Section 
25-H of the Act as well, to my mind, does not appear to have been substantiated. The petitioner’s 
statement of claim is non-existent in the names of the persons who were allegedly appointed by the 
respondent after his retrenchment. There is also no cogent and convincing ocular evidence in this 
regard on the file. The material on record, thus, being too scanty and nebulous to lend assurance to 
his allegation that new workers were appointed after the termination of his  services,  the 
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respondent cannot be said to have been proved to have violated the provisions of Section 25-H of 
the Act. 
 
 27. During the cross-examination, the petitioner (PW1) admitted that he does agricultural 
chores. While testifying in the Court as PW1, the petitioner has given his age as 42 years. It is 
common knowledge that a person of this age will not sit at home idle during the period he is/was 
out of the service. The petitioner has failed to discharge the initial  onus  that during the period of 
his forced idleness, he was not gainfully employed. For these reasons, he is not entitled to the back 
wages. 
 
 28. It is, thus, held that the final termination of the services of the petitioner by the 
respondent in the month of July, 2015 is illegal and unjustified and is accordingly set aside and 
quashed. The respondent is directed to reinstate the petitioner forthwith. His (petitioner’s) seniority 
shall be reckoned from the month of his illegal termination i.e. July, 2015. Issues no. 1 and 2 are 
decided partly in the affirmative and in favour of the petitioner. 
 
Issue No. 3: 
 
 29. It has not been shown by the respondent as to how the present petition/statement of 
claim is not maintainable. Moreover, this issue was not pressed for by the learned Deputy District 
Attorney appearing for the respondent at the time of arguments. Otherwise also, from the pleadings, 
it cannot be said that the petition/statement of claim is not  maintainable. Hence, this  issue is 
decided in favour of the petitioner and against the respondent. 
 
 30. This issue is accordingly decided in favour of the petitioner and against the respondent. 
 
Relief: 
 
 31. For all the aforesaid reasons discussed above it is, thus, held that the retrenchment of 
the petitioner is set aside and quashed. The respondent is hereby directed to re-engage the petitioner 
forthwith. His seniority shall be reckoned from the month of his illegal termination i.e. July, 2015, 
except back wages. The petition is accordingly partly allowed. In the peculiar facts and 
circumstances of the case, the parties are left to bear their own costs. The reference is answered in 
the aforesaid terms. A copy of this Award be sent to the appropriate Government for publication in 
the official gazette and the file after due completion be consigned to the Record Room. 
 
 Announced in the open Court today this 12th day of November, 2020. 
 

Sd/- 
(YOGESH JASWAL), 

Presiding Judge, 
Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal, 

Kangra at Dharamshala, H.P. 
 

_________ 
 
 

IN THE COURT OF SHRI YOGESH JASWAL, PRESIDING JUDGE, LABOUR COURT-
CUM-INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KANGRA AT DHARAMSHALA (H.P.) 

 
  Ref.  No. : 357/2016 
  Date of Institution : 27-5-2016 
  Date of Decision : 12-11-2020 
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 Shri Chet Ram s/o Shri Atma Ram, r/o V.P.O. Balag, Tehsil Sundernagar, District Mandi, 
H.P.    ..Petitioner. 
 

Versus 
 
 The Divisional Forest Officer, Suket Forest Division, Sunder Nagar, District Mandi, H.P. 

  ..Respondent. 
 

Reference under Section 10 (1) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
 
  For the Petitioner : Sh. Deepak Azad, Adv. 
 
  For  the  Respondent : Sh. Anil Sharma, Dy. D.A. 
 

AWARD 
 
 The reference given below has been received from the appropriate Government for 
adjudication:— 
 

 “Whether time to time termination of the services of Shri Chet Ram s/o Shri Atma Ram, r/o 
V.P.O. Balag, Tehsil Sundernagar, District Mandi, H.P. during September, 1998 to October, 
2009 by the Divisional Forest Officer, Suket Forest Division, Sunder Nagar, District Mandi, 
H.P., 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?” 
 

 2. After that, a corrigendum reference dated 26th May, 2018 has been received from the 
appropriate Government, which reads thus:— 
 

 “Whereas, a reference has been made to the Ld. Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal, 
Dharamshala, District Kangra, H.P. vide notification of even no. dated 18-05-2016 for legal 
adjudication. However, inadvertently the correct facts could not be mentioned about the 
date of time to time termination in the said notification. Therefore the same may be read as 
“September, 1998 to February, 2015” instated of “September, 1998 to October, 2009”. 

 
 3. In furtherance to the reference it is averred by the petitioner in the statement of claim 
that he was engaged as a daily waged beldar by the respondent w.e.f. 21.9.1998 and had worked as 
such uptil the year 2015. He had completed 240 days in each calendar year without any break. He 
had worked to the best of his ability in the department. However, fictional breaks were given to him 
time and again by the respondent despite availability of funds and work. His name was not 
mentioned by the respondent/department in the seniority list. A number of juniors (as detailed in 
para 4 of the petition), were retained by the respondent. His services were   finally  terminated   by   
the   respondent   in  February,   2015.  The respondent has violated the principle of ‘last come first 
go’. No opportunity of re-engagement was ever given to the petitioner. The respondent had also 
violated the provisions of Sections 9-A and 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter 
referred to as ‘the Act’ for short). When the services of the petitioner were orally terminated by the 
respondent on 25.1.1999, he had approached the Hon’ble Administrative Tribunal, Shimla, 
whereupon he was directed to prefer the matter before the appropriate authority. A demand notice 
was raised by the petitioner before the Labour-cum-Conciliation Officer, Mandi on 6.9.2010. It was 
responded to by the respondent, but no proper mandays chart was given. The matter  was turned 
down by the appropriate government. A fresh demand notice was filed by the petitioner, when 
along-with the reply a fresh mandays chart showing him to have worked uptil September, 2012 was 
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filed. The petitioner had approached the respondent time  and  again  to  re-engage him, but without 
success. Hence, the petition. 
 
 4. On notice, the respondent appeared. He filed a reply taking preliminary objections 
regarding lack of maintainability, that the petition was bad  on  account  of  delay  and  laches  and  
that  the  case  of  retrenchment w.e.f. February, 2015 has become infructuous, as the petitioner had 
worked intermittently and had never been retrenched. The contents of the petition were denied on 
merits. It was claimed that the petitioner was initially engaged to carry out seasonal forestry works 
in the month of September, 1998 as per the availability of work and funds. He had worked 
intermittently with the department and had left the work of his own sweet will. No 
fictional/artificial breaks were given to him by the respondent. The petitioner had not completed 
240 days in any calendar year. Since, the petitioner was an intermittent worker, his name was not 
included in the seniority list. The persons mentioned in the statement of claim had worked 
continuously and so some of them were regularized on their fulfilling the terms and conditions for 
regularization of daily waged workers. The respondent has not violated the principle of ‘last come 
first go’  or the provisions of Sections 9A and 10 of the Act. His services were never terminated by 
the respondent. Hence, it is prayed that the claim petition be dismissed. 
 
 5. While filing the rejoinder the petitioner controverted the averments made in the reply 
and reiterated those in the statement of claim. 
 
 6. Out of the pleadings of the parties, the following issues were settled for determination 
and adjudication by this Court vide order dated 10.4.2019: 
 
 1. Whether time to time termination of services of the petitioner by the respondent during 

September, 1998 to February, 2015 is/was illegal and unjustified, as alleged?    ..OPP. 
 
 2. If issue no.1 is proved in affirmative, to what service benefits the petitioner is entitled 

to?  ..OPP. 
 
 3. Whether the claim petition is not maintainable in the present form, as alleged? ..OPR. 
 
 4. Whether the claim petition is bad on account of delay and latches, as alleged?     ..OPR. 
 
 5. Whether the claim petition has become infructuous, as alleged? ..OPR. 
 
  Relief. 
 
 7. Thereafter, the parties to the lis were directed to adduce evidence in support of the 
issues so framed. 
 
 8. Arguments of the learned counsel for the petitioner and the learned Deputy District 
Attorney for the respondent heard and records gone through. 
 
 9. For the reasons to be recorded hereinafter while discussing the issues for 
determination, my findings thereon are as under: 
 
  Issue No.1 : Negative 
 
  Issue No.2 : Negative 
 
  Issue No.3 : Affirmative 
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  Issue No.4 : Affirmative 
 
  Issue No.5 : Not pressed 
 
  Relief : Petition is dismissed per operative part of the  
     Award. 
 

REASONS FOR FINDINGS 
 
Issues No.1 to 4: 
 
 10. All these issues are intrinsically connected with each other and required common 
appreciation of evidence, hence are taken together for the purpose of determination and 
adjudication. 
 
 11. The petitioner, namely, Shri Chet Ram examined himself as PW1 and filed his 
affidavit in evidence, which is exhibited as Ex. PW1/A. In his affidavit, he reiterated the contents of 
his statement of claim. 
 
 In the cross-examination, he stated that he was employed in the department in the year 
1998. He denied that he had not been attending the work regularly. He also denied that he used to 
work of his own free will. Further, he denied that the department had never given him fictional 
breaks. He specifically denied that no juniors to him were kept at work by the department. He also 
denied that he was being kept at work as per the availability of funds. It is also denied by him that 
he had not worked for 240 days or more in any calendar year. He clearly denied that he was not 
removed from work by the department. Volunteered that, he was being provided work 
intermittently. He denied that the department had not violated the principle of ‘last come first go’. 
He is an agriculturalist. 
 
 12. The petitioner has examined one Shri Salagi Ram as PW2, who filed his affidavit in 
support of the petitioner’s case, as Ex. PW2/A. 
 
 In the cross-examination, he admitted that he was engaged by the respondent in the year 
1998. He admitted that for regularization one has to continuously work for 240 days in every year. 
He was regularized in the year 2009. He had regularly worked in the department for 240 days in all 
the ten years. The petitioner was engaged with him in the year 1998 by the department. He 
admitted that he and the petitioner had worked at different places. Volunteered that, sometimes, 
they had worked together. He clearly admitted that he is not aware about the attendance of the 
petitioner, nor he had seen the record. He feigned ignorance that the department had not removed 
the petitioner and that he himself had left the work. He and the petitioner belong to the same 
village. 
 
 13. Conversely, Shri Subhash Chand Prashar, Divisional Forest Officer, Suket Forest 
Division, Sunder Nagar, District Mandi (respondent) testified as RW1. In his affidavit Ex. RW1/A 
preferred as per Order 18, Rule 4 of the Code of Civil Procedure, he corroborated on oath the 
contents of the reply filed by him. 
 
 In the cross-examination, he feigned ignorance that the petitioner had worked on muster roll 
basis. He admitted that as per the record, no notice had been given to the petitioner to report back 
for work, nor any proceedings had been initiated . He clearly admitted that the persons shown at 
serial no.40 to 131 in Ex.P-X, which is issued by the department, were engaged after the petitioner. 
Further, he admitted that as per the record, the date of initial engagement of the petitioner is 
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September, 1998. He admitted that S/Sh. Het Ram, Ganga  Ram, Babu Ram, Ram Dyal, Hans Raj, 
Radha Krishan and others had worked with the petitioner. Self stated that Sh. Het Ram s/o Sh. 
Paras Ram, Hans Raj, Het Ram s/o Sh. Dhani Ram, Desh Raj, Ram Dyal and Sh. Jai Prakash were 
regularized as per the orders of the Tribunal and some were regularized on the fulfillment of the 
requisite criteria. He also admitted that all the aforestated workers were engaged for seasonal 
works. He denied that persons junior to the petitioner had wrongly been kept at work. He denied 
that the department had intentionally given fictional breaks to the petitioner. He specifically 
admitted that even today work is available with the department. 
 
 14. Ex. RW1/B is the copy of mandays chart relating to the petitioner. 
 
 15. Ex. RW1/C is the copy of notification dated 28.4.2009 regarding introduction of 
Bill/Tender system for all works. 
 
 16. It is the admitted case of the parties that the services of the petitioner were engaged by 
the respondent/department in September, 1998. The mandays chart Ex.RW1/B also makes it crystal 
clear that the petitioner was initially appointed by the respondent in the month of September, 1998. 
 
 17. The respondent (RW1) specifically stated that no artificial/fictional breaks in service 
were provided to the petitioner at any point of time. The petitioner was only a seasonal worker who 
used to work as per his own sweet will and convenience. These facts have not been challenged 
during the cross-examination by the learned counsel  for the petitioner. It was merely suggested to 
the respondent that no notice nor any proceedings had been initiated against the petitioner for his 
absence from work. It is well settled that if a fact goes unrebutted on record, the same can be taken 
as admitted by the other side. In view of this legal position, I am at a loss to understand as to how it 
lies in the mouth of the petitioner to say that his services were disengaged by the respondent 
wrongly and illegally from time to time. 
 
 18. Otherwise too, though the petitioner in his cross-examination denied that he had not 
continuously worked for 240 days in any calendar year, but from the mandays chart Ex.RW1/B 
placed on record by the respondent, which is not disputed by the petitioner, it is apparent that the 
petitioner had not completed 240 days of work in any calendar year of his engagement. The 
mandays chart Ex.RW1/B clarifies that the petitioner had not worked even for a single day in the 
years 2001, 2003 to 2008 and 2010 to 2014. In the years 1998, 1999, 2000,  2002, 2009 and 2015, 
he had worked for only 99, 15, 45, 28, 103 and 23 days respectively. If intentional breaks in service 
were being provided to the petitioner by the respondent time and again as alleged, then why he 
(petitioner) did not agitate the said fact earlier or at the time of the receipt of the payments for the 
working days actually put in by him? Ex.RW1/B unfolds that in the year 1999, the petitioner 
worked under the respondent only for 15 days. A person not working for a single day or for less 
than 100 days in the whole year cannot be permitted to countenance that artificial/fictional breaks 
were provided to him by the respondent/employer wrongly and illegally. 
 
 19. The instant industrial dispute was raised by the petitioner at a belated stage i.e. after a 
lapse of about twelve years (as per the statement of claim the matter was raised by the petitioner 
before the Labour-cum-Conciliation Officer, Mandi on 6.9.2010) from the date/month the 
respondent is alleged to have started giving him fictional breaks in service. The fact that the 
petitioner remained tight lipped and complacent about his right for such a long period without any 
protest speaks volumes about the truthfulness and veracity of his claim. The petitioner cannot be 
allowed to take advantage of his own wrongs. Even the petitioner cannot be allowed to canvass that 
he has been discriminated as the services of the persons junior to him have been regularized by the 
respondent, since he (petitioner) did not fulfill the criteria for regularization of his services as per 
the policies of the State. 
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 20. Although, the petitioner as per his pleadings and evidence has claimed that his services 
were finally terminated by the  respondent  in month of February, 2015, but no reference in this 
regard has been received from the appropriate Government. So, such pleadings and evidence of the 
petitioner cannot be looked into by this Court, being beyond the terms of the reference. Since, no 
reference has been received from the appropriate government regarding the alleged final 
termination of the services of the petitioner by the respondent in the month of February, 2015, 
therefore, the question of final termination of his services by the respondent does not arise. 
 
 21. Such being the situation, I have no hesitation to conclude  that no artificial/fictional 
breaks in service were provided to the petitioner by the respondent. The claim petition is not 
maintainable. The petitioner is not entitled to any relief. 
 
 22. Issues no. 1 to 2 are accordingly answered in the negative and decided against the 
petitioner, while issues no. 3 and 4 are answered in the affirmative and decided in favour of the 
respondent. 
 
Issue No. 5: 
 
 23. Not pressed. 
 
Relief: 
 
 24. In the light of what has been discussed hereinabove, while recording the findings on 
issues supra, the present claim petition merits dismissal and is accordingly dismissed, with no order 
as to costs. The reference is answered in the aforesaid terms. A copy of this Award be sent to the 
appropriate Government for publication in the official gazette and the file after due completion be 
consigned to the Record Room. 
 
 Announced in the open Court today this 12th day of November, 2020. 
 

Sd/- 
(YOGESH JASWAL), 

Presiding Judge, 
Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal, 

Kangra at Dharamshala, H.P. 
 

_________ 
 
 
IN THE COURT OF SHRI YOGESH JASWAL, PRESIDING JUDGE, LABOUR COURT-

CUM-INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KANGRA AT DHARAMSHALA (H.P.) 
 
  Ref.  No. : 356/2016 
  Date of Institution : 27-5-2016 
  Date of Decision : 13-11-2020 
 
 Shri Bhagat Ram s/o Shri Dhiraj Ram, r/o V.P.O. Balag, Tehsil Sundernagar, District 
Mandi, H.P.  ..Petitioner. 
 

Versus 
 
 The Divisional Forest Officer, Suket Forest Division, Sunder Nagar, District Mandi, H.P.               
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Reference under Section 10 (1) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 

 
  For the Petitioner : Sh. Deepak Azad, Adv. 
 
  For  the  Respondent : Sh. Anil Sharma, Dy. D.A. 
 

AWARD 
 
 The reference given below has been received from the appropriate Government for 
adjudication:— 
 

 “Whether time to time termination of the services of Shri Bhagat Ram s/o Shri Dhiraj Ram, 
r/o V.P.O.  Balag, Teh. Sunder Nagar, District Mandi,  H.P.  during November, 1998 to 
August, 2009 by the Divisional Forest Officer, Suket Forest Division, Sunder Nagar, 
District Mandi, H.P., 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?” 
 

 2. After that, a corrigendum reference dated 6th June, 2018 has been received from the 
appropriate Government, which reads thus: 
 

 “Whereas, a reference has been made to the Ld. Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal, 
Dharamshala, District Kangra, H.P. vide notification of even no. dated 18-05-2016 for legal 
adjudication. However, inadvertently the correct facts could not be mentioned about the 
date of time to time termination in the said notification. Therefore, the same may be read as 
“November, 1998 to July, 2015” instead of  “November, 1998 to August, 2009” 

 
 3. In furtherance to the reference it is averred by the petitioner in the statement of claim 
that he was engaged as a daily waged beldar by the respondent w.e.f. 21.11.1998 and had worked as 
such uptil 23rd July, 2015. He had completed 240 days in each calendar year without any break. He 
had worked to the best of his ability in the department. However, fictional breaks were given to him 
time and again by the respondent despite availability of funds and work. His name was not 
mentioned by the respondent/department in the seniority list. A number of juniors (as detailed in 
para 4 of the petition), were retained by the respondent. His services were finally terminated by the 
respondent in July, 2015. The respondent has violated the principle of ‘last come first go’. No 
opportunity of re-engagement was ever given to the petitioner. The respondent had also violated the 
provisions of Sections 9-A and 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred to as 
‘the Act’ for short). When the services of the petitioner were orally terminated by the respondent on 
25.1.1999, he had approached the Hon’ble Administrative Tribunal, Shimla, whereupon he was 
directed to prefer the matter before the appropriate authority. A demand notice was raised by the 
petitioner before the Labour-cum-Conciliation Officer, Mandi on 6.9.2010. It was responded to by 
the respondent, but no proper mandays chart was given. The matter  was turned down by the 
appropriate government. A fresh demand notice was filed by the petitioner, when along-with the 
reply a fresh mandays chart showing him to have worked uptil September, 2012 was filed. The 
petitioner had approached the respondent time  and  again  to  re-engage him, but without success. 
Hence, the petition. 
 
 4. On notice, the respondent appeared. He filed a reply taking preliminary objections 
regarding lack of maintainability, that the petition was bad  on  account  of  delay  and  laches  and  
that  the  case  of  retrenchment w.e.f. 24th  July, 2015 has become infructuous, as the petitioner had 
worked intermittently and had never been retrenched. The contents of the petition were denied on 
merits. It was claimed that the petitioner was initially engaged to carry out seasonal forestry works 
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in the months of November & December, 1998 as per the availability of work and funds. He had 
worked intermittently with the department and had left the work of his own sweet will. No 
fictional/artificial breaks were given to him by the respondent. The petitioner had not completed 
240 days in any calendar year. Since, the petitioner was an intermittent worker, his name was not 
included in the seniority list. The persons mentioned in the statement of claim had worked 
continuously and so some of them were regularized on their fulfilling the terms and conditions for 
regularization of daily waged workers. The respondent has not violated the principle of ‘last come 
first go’  or the provisions of Sections 9A and 10 of the Act. His services were never terminated by 
the respondent. Hence, it is prayed that the claim petition be dismissed. 
 
 5. While filing the rejoinder the petitioner controverted the averments made in the reply 
and reiterated those in the statement of claim. 
 
 6. Out of the pleadings of the parties, the following issues were settled for determination 
and adjudication by this Court vide order dated 10.4.2019: 
 
 1. Whether time to time termination of services of the petitioner by the respondent during 

November, 1998 to July, 2015 is/was illegal and unjustified, as alleged?` ..OPP. 
 

 2. If issue no.1 is proved in affirmative, to what service benefits the petitioner is entitled 
to?   . .OPP. 

 
 3. Whether the claim petition is not maintainable in the present form, as alleged?  ..OPR. 
 
 4. Whether the claim petition is bad on account of delay and latches, as alleged?  
    ..OPR. 
 
 5. Whether the claim petition has become infructuous, as alleged?  ..OPR. 
 
  Relief. 
 
 7. Thereafter, the parties to the lis were directed to adduce evidence in support of the 
issues so framed. 
 
 8. Arguments of the learned counsel for the petitioner and the learned Deputy District 
Attorney for the respondent heard and records gone through. 
 
 9. For the reasons to be recorded hereinafter while discussing the issues for 
determination, my findings thereon are as under: 
 
  Issue No.1 : Negative 
 
  Issue No.2 : Negative 
 
  Issue No.3 : Affirmative 
 
  Issue No.4 : Affirmative 
 
  Issue No.5 : Not pressed 
 
  Relief : Petition is dismissed per operative part of the  
     Award. 
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REASONS FOR FINDINGS 

  
Issues No.1 to 4: 
 
 10. All these issues are intrinsically connected with each other and required common 
appreciation of evidence, hence are taken together for the purpose of determination and 
adjudication. 
 
 11. The petitioner, namely, Shri Bhagat Ram examined himself as PW1 and filed his 
affidavit in evidence, which is exhibited as Ex. PW1/A. In his affidavit, he reiterated the contents of 
his statement of claim. 
 
 In the cross-examination, he stated that he was employed in the department in the year 
1998. He denied that he had not been attending the work regularly. He also denied that he used to 
work of his own free will. Further, he denied that the department had never given him fictional 
breaks. He specifically denied that no juniors to him were kept at work by the department. He also 
denied that he was being kept at work as per the availability of funds. It is also denied by him that 
he had not worked for 240 days or more in any calendar year. He clearly denied that he was not 
removed from work by the department. Volunteered that, he was being provided work 
intermittently. He denied that the department had not violated the principle of ‘last come first go’. 
He is an agriculturalist. 
 
 12. Conversely, Shri Subhash Chand Prashar, Divisional Forest Officer, Suket Forest 
Division, Sunder Nagar, District Mandi (respondent) testified as RW1. In his affidavit Ex. RW1/A 
preferred as per Order 18, Rule 4 of the Code of Civil Procedure, he corroborated on oath the 
contents of the reply filed by him. 
 
 In the cross-examination, he feigned ignorance that the petitioner had worked on muster roll 
basis. He admitted that as per the record, no notice had been given to the petitioner to report back 
for work, nor any proceedings had been initiated . He clearly admitted that the persons shown at 
serial no. 40 to 131 in Ex.P-X, which is issued by the department, were engaged after the petitioner. 
Further, he admitted that as per the record, the date of initial engagement of the petitioner is 
September, 1998. He admitted that S/Sh. Het Ram, Ganga  Ram,  Babu Ram, Ram Dyal, Hans Raj, 
Radha Krishan and others had worked with the petitioner. Self stated that Sh. Het Ram s/o Sh. 
Paras Ram, Hans Raj, Het Ram s/o Sh. Dhani Ram, Desh Raj, Ram Dyal and Sh. Jai Prakash were 
regularized as per the orders of the Tribunal and some were regularized on the fulfillment of the 
requisite criteria. He also admitted that all the aforestated  workers  were  engaged  for  seasonal  
works.  He  denied  that persons junior to the petitioner had wrongly been kept at work. He denied 
that the department had intentionally given fictional breaks to the petitioner. He specifically 
admitted that even today work is available with the department. 
 
 13. Ex. RW1/B is the copy of mandays chart relating to the petitioner. 
 
 14. Ex. RW1/C is the copy of notification dated 28.4.2009 regarding introduction of 
Bill/Tender system for all works. 
 

 15. It is the admitted case of the parties that the services of the petitioner were engaged by 
the respondent/department in the month of November, 1998. The mandays chart Ex.RW1/B also 
makes it crystal clear that the petitioner was initially appointed by the respondent in the month of 
November/December, 1998. 
 

 16. The respondent (RW1) specifically stated that no artificial/fictional breaks in service 
were provided to the petitioner at any point of time. The petitioner was only a seasonal worker who 
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used to work as per his own sweet will and convenience. These facts have not been challenged 
during the cross-examination by the learned counsel for the petitioner. It was merely suggested to 
the respondent that no notice nor any proceedings had been initiated against the petitioner for his 
absence from work. It is well settled that if a fact goes un-rebutted on record, the same can be taken 
as admitted by the other side. In view of this legal position, I am at a loss to understand as to how it 
lies in the mouth of the petitioner to say that his services were disengaged by the respondent 
wrongly and illegally from time to time. 
 
 17. Otherwise too, though the petitioner in his cross-examination denied that he had not 
continuously worked for 240 days in any calendar year, but from the mandays chart Ex.RW1/B 
placed on record by the respondent, which is not disputed by the petitioner, it is apparent that the 
petitioner had not completed 240 days of work in any calendar year of his engagement. The 
mandays chart Ex.RW1/B clarifies that the petitioner had not worked even for a single day in the 
years 2001 to 2008 and 2010 to 2013. In the years 1998,  2000,  2009, 2014 and 2015, he had 
worked for only 30, 61, 28, 14 and 22 days respectively. If intentional breaks in service were being 
provided to the petitioner by the respondent time and again as alleged, then why he (petitioner) did 
not agitate the said fact earlier or at the time of the receipt of the payments for the working days 
actually put in by him? Ex.RW1/B unfolds that in the year 2014, the petitioner worked under the 
respondent only for 14 days. A person not working for a single day or for less than 100 days in the 
whole year cannot be permitted to countenance that artificial/fictional  breaks were provided  to  
him by the respondent/employer wrongly and illegally. 
 
 18. The instant industrial dispute was raised by the petitioner at a belated stage i.e. after a 
lapse of about twelve years (as per the statement of claim the matter was raised by the petitioner 
before the Labour-cum-Conciliation Officer, Mandi on 6.9.2010) from the date/month the 
respondent is alleged to have started giving him fictional breaks in service. The fact that the 
petitioner remained tight lipped and complacent about his right for such a long period without any 
protest speaks volumes about the truthfulness and veracity of his claim. The petitioner cannot be 
allowed to take advantage of his own wrongs. Even the petitioner cannot be allowed to canvass that 
he has been discriminated as the services of the persons junior to him have been regularized by the 
respondent, since he (petitioner) did not fulfill the criteria for regularization of his services as per 
the policies of the State. 
 
 19. Although, the petitioner as per his pleadings and evidence has claimed that his services 
were finally terminated by the  respondent  in month of July, 2015, but no reference in this regard 
has been received from the appropriate Government. So, such pleadings and evidence of the 
petitioner cannot be looked into by this Court, being beyond the terms of the reference. Since, no 
reference has been received from the appropriate government regarding the alleged final 
termination of the services of the petitioner by the respondent in the  month of July, 2015, 
therefore, the question of final termination of his services by the respondent does not arise. 
 
 20. Such being the situation, I have no hesitation to conclude  that no artificial/fictional 
breaks in service were provided to the petitioner by the respondent. The claim petition is not 
maintainable. The petitioner is not entitled to any relief. 
 
 21. Issues no.1 to 2 are accordingly answered in the negative and decided against the 
petitioner, while issues no.3 and 4 are answered in the affirmative and decided in favour of the 
respondent. 
 
Issue No. 5: 
 
 22. Not pressed. 
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Relief: 
 
 23. In the light of what has been discussed hereinabove, while recording the findings on 
issues supra, the present claim petition merits dismissal and is accordingly dismissed, with no order 
as to costs. The reference is answered in the aforesaid terms. A copy of this Award be sent to the 
appropriate Government for publication in the official gazette and the file after due completion be 
consigned to the Record Room. 
 
 Announced in the open Court today this 13th  day of November 2020. 
 

Sd/- 
(YOGESH JASWAL), 

Presiding Judge, 
Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal, 

Kangra at Dharamshala, H.P. 
 

_________ 
 
IN THE COURT OF SHRI YOGESH JASWAL, PRESIDING JUDGE, LABOUR COURT-

CUM-INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KANGRA AT DHARAMSHALA (H.P.) 
 

  Ref. No. : 10/2019 
  Date of Institution   : 25-02-2019 
  Date of Decision : 18-11-2020 
 
 Shri Varinder Singh s/o Shri Bhikham Singh, r/o Village Mangarh, P.O. Gher, Tehsil 
Dehra, District Kangra, H.P. ..Petitioner. 
 

Versus 
 
 1.  The Managing Director, Amartex Industries Limited, 365, Amartex House, Industrial 
Area, Phase-1, Panchkula, Haryana. 
  
 2.  The Manager, Amartex Industries Limited, Showroom at old bus stand Kangra, H.P.   
 
 

Reference under Section 10 (1) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
 
  For the Petitioner : Petitioner in person. 
 
  For the Respondents : Sh. Navneet  Kumar, A.R. 
 

AWARD 
 
 The reference given below has been received from the appropriate Government for 
adjudication:— 
 

 “Whether termination of services of Shri Varinder Singh s/o Shri Bhikham Singh, r/o 
Village Mangarh, P.O. Gher, Tehsil Dehra, District Kangra, H.P. w.e.f. 15-08-2014 (as 
alleged by workman) by (i) the Managing Director, Amartex Industries Limited, 365,  
Amartex House,  Industrial Area, Phase-I, Panchkula, Haryana (ii) the Manager, Amartex 
Industries Limited, Showroom at old bus stand Kangra, H.P., without complying with the 
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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/Management?” 

 
 2. The case is listed for evidence of the petitioner but, however, the petitioner   Sh. 
Varinder Singh has made the below given statement in the Court today: 
 

 “C;ku fd;k fd esjk mijkDsDr dsl (Ref. No. 10/2019) esa izfroknh ds lkFk le>kSrk gks x;k 
gSA eSaus izfroknh ls full & final settlement dh ,ot esa 24,000/- #i;s psd la[;k “193800” 
ds :i esa rFkk 1,000/- #i;s udn izkIr dj fy, gSa A vr% eSa  bl dsl dks vkxs u pykuk 
pkgrk gaw A bls nkf[ky nIrj fd;k tkosA ” 

 
 3. In view of the above statement, this reference/claim petition is withdrawn as 
compromised . Parties to bear their own costs. 
 
 4. The reference is answered in the aforesaid terms. 
 
 5. A copy of this Award be sent to the appropriate Government for publication in the 
official gazette and the file after due completion be consigned to the Record Room. 
 
 Announced in the open Court today this 18th day of November, 2020. 
 
 

Sd/- 
(YOGESH JASWAL), 

Presiding Judge, 
Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal, 

Kangra at Dharamshala, H.P. 
 
 

 

____________ 
 

 
fgekpy izns'k fo/kku lHkk lfpoky; 

 
vf/klwpuk 

 
f'keyk&4] 20 ekpZ] 2021 

 
 la[;k fo0l0&fo/kk;u&ctV@1&8@2021-&fgekpy izns'k fo/kku lHkk dh izfØ;k ,oa dk;Z 
lapkyu fu;ekoyh] 1973 ds fu;e 140 ds vUrxZr fgekpy izns'k fofu;ksx ¼la[;kad 4½ fo/ks;d] 2021 
¼2021 dk fo/ks;d la[;kad 4½ tks vkt fnukad 20 ekpZ] 2021 dks fgekpy izns'k fo/kku lHkk esa 
iqj%LFkkfir gks pqdk gS] loZlk/kkj.k dks lwpukFkZ jkti= esa eqfnzr djus gsrq izsf"kr fd;k tkrk gSA 

 
 
 

gLrk{kfjr@& 
¼;'kiky½] 

lfpo] 
fg0 iz0 fo/kku lHkkA 
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2021 dk fo/ks;d la[;kad 4 

 
fgekpy çns'k fofu;ksx ¼la[;kad 4½ fo/ks;d] 2021 

 
[k.Mksa dk Øe  

 
[k.M % 
 
 1- laf{kIr uke vkSj izkjEHkA 
 
 2- fgekpy çns'k jkT; dh lafpr fuf/k esa ls foÙkh; o’kZ 2021&2022 ds fy, `5]34]84]77]71]000 

dh jkf'k tkjh djukA 
 

 3- fofu;ksxA 
 

 4- fujlu vkSj O;ko`fÙk;ka 
  vuqlwph 
 
 

&&&&&&&&& 
 
 

2021 dk fo/ks;d la[;kad 4 
 

fgekpy çns'k fofu;ksx ¼la[;kad 4½ fo/ks;d] 2021 
 

¼fo/kku lHkk esa iqj%LFkkfir :i esa½ 
 

 foÙkh; o"kZ 2021&2022 ds fy, fgekpy izns'k jkT; dh lafpr fuf/k esa ls lsokvksa ds fy, dfri; 
/kujkf'k;ksa ds lank; dks çkf/k—r djus vkSj mudk fofu;ksx djus ds fy, fo/ks;dA 
  
 Hkkjr x.kjkT; ds cgÙkjosa o’kZ esa fgekpy çns'k fo/kku lHkk }kjk fuEufyf[kr :i esa ;g 
vf/kfu;fer gks %&  
 

 1- laf{kIr uke vkSj izkjEHk-&&¼1½ bl vf/kfu;e dk laf{kIr uke fgekpy çns'k fofu;ksx 
¼la[;kad 4½ vf/kfu;e] 2021 gSA 
 
 ¼2½ ;g izFke vizSy] 2021 dks ykxw gksxkA  
 
 2- fgekpy çns'k jkT; dh lafpr fuf/k esa ls foÙkh; o’kZ 2021&2022 ds fy, 
`5]34]84]77]71]000 dh jkf'k tkjh djuk-&&fgekpy çns'k jkT; dh lafpr fuf/k esa ls vuqlwph ds r`rh; 
LrEHk esa fofuÆn’V ls vuf/kd /kujkf'k;ka ftudk ;ksx dsoy `5]34]84]77]71]000 ¼rjsiu gtkj pkj lkS 
pkSjklh djksM+] lrgÙkj yk[k vkSj bdgÙkj gtkj #i,½ gS] lanÙk vkSj mi;ksftr dh tk,a] ftudk foÙkh; 
o’kZ 2021&2022 dh vof/k esa vuqlwph ds f}rh; LrEHk esa fofuÆn’V lsokvksa vkSj ç;kstuksa ls lEcfU/kr 
fofHkUu çHkkjksa ds lank; dks pqdkus ds fy, mi;ksx fd;k tk,xkA 
  
 3-  fofu;ksx-&&bl vf/kfu;e }kjk fgekpy çns”k jkT; dh lafpr fuf/k esa ls lanÙk vkSj 
mi;ksftr djus ds fy, çkf/k—r /kujkf'k;ksa dk mDr o"kZ ds lEcU/k esa vuqlwph esa vfHkO;Dr lsokvksa vkSj 
ç;kstuksa ds fy, fofu;ksx fd;k tk,xkA 
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 4- fujlu vkSj O;ko`fÙk;ka-&&fuEufyf[kr fofufnZ"V fofu;ksx vf/kfu;eksa dk ,rn~}kjk fujlu 
fd;k tkrk gS] vFkkZr~ %&  
 
 (i) fgekpy izns'k fofu;ksx vf/kfu;e] 2020( ¼vf/kfu;e 2020 dk 4½ vkSj 
  
 (ii) fgekpy izns'k fofu;ksx ¼la[;kad 2½ vf/kfu;e] 2020( ¼2020 dk 5½A 
 

  ijUrq ,slk fujlu fuEufyf[kr dks izHkkfor ugha djsxk%& 
  

 ¼d½ fdlh vU; ,slh vf/kfu;fefr;ksa dks izHkkfor ugha djsxk ftlesa fujflr vf/kfu;fefr dks 
ykxw] lfEefyr ;k fufnZ"V fd;k x;k gS( ;k 

 
 ¼[k½ igys dh xbZ ;k gqbZ fdlh ckr ;k igys ls vftZr ;k mixr fdlh vf/kdkj] gd] ck/;rk 

;k nkf;Ro vFkok mlds fo"k; esa fdlh mipkj ;k dk;Zokgh ;k fdlh _.k] 'kkfLr] ck/;rk] 
nkf;Ro] nkos ;k ekax ls dksbZ fueksZpu ;k mUekspu ;k igys gh vuqnÙk fdlh {kfriwfrZ ;k 
fdlh iwoZ dk;Z ;k ckr ds lcwr dh fof/kekU;rk] vfof/kekU;rk] mlds izHkko ;k ifj.kkeksa ij 
izHkko ugha Mkysxk( ;k 

 
 ¼x½ fof/k ds fdlh fl)kUr ;k fu;e ;k LFkkfir vf/kdkfjrk] vfHkopu ds ç:i ;k vuqØe] 

i)fr ;k çfØ;k ;k fo|eku fo'ks’kkf/kdkj] fucZU/ku] NwV] in ;k fu;qfDr ij ugha iM+sxk pkgs 
og] blds }kjk fujflr fdlh vf/kfu;fefr }kjk mlesa ;k mlls fdlh jhfr ls iq’V] ekU; 
;k O;qRiUu D;ksa u gks( ;k  

 

 ¼?k½ laijh{kk] ijh{k.k] ys[kk] vUos’k.k] tkap ;k mlls lEcfU/kr fdlh çkf/kdkjh }kjk dh xbZ ;k dh 
tkus okyh fdlh vU; dkjZokbZ ij ugha iM+sxk vkSj ,slh laijh{kk] ijh{k.k] ys[kk] vUos’k.k] 
tkap ;k dkjZokbZ dh tk ldrh gS] vkSj] ;k tkjh j[kh tk ldrh gS] ekuks mDr 
vf/kfu;fefr;ka bl vf/kfu;e }kjk fujflr gh u dh xbZ gksaA  

 
&&&&&&&&& 

 

vuqlwph 
 
 

¼/kkjk 2 vkSj 3 ns[ksa½ 
 

ekax 
la[;k 

lsok,a vkSj ç;kstu fuEufyf[kr jkf'k;ksa ls vuf/kd 
fo/kku lHkk }kjk 

nÙker 
lafpr fuf/k ij 

çHkkfjr 
dqqqy 
 

` esa ` esa ` esa 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 fo/kku lHkk  ¼jktLo½ 41,80,11,000 1,07,51,000 42,87,62,000

¼iwathxr½ 3,05,00,000  3,05,00,000

2 jkT;iky vkSj 
eU=h ifj"kn~ 

¼jktLo½ 17,05,43,000 8,18,21,000 25,23,64,000

3 U;k; ç'kklu ¼jktLo½ 1,91,98,87,000 55,68,44,000 2,47,67,31,000

¼iwathxr½ 4,17,00,000  4,17,00,000

4 lkekU; ç'kklu ¼jktLo½ 2,58,43,85,000 14,56,92,000 2,73,00,77,000

¼iwathxr½ 11,19,00,000  11,19,00,000
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5 Hkw&jktLo o ftyk 
ç'kklu 

¼jktLo½ 12,98,70,46,000  12,98,70,46,000

¼iwathxr½ 13,68,00,000  13,68,00,000

6 vkcdkjh vkSj 
djk/kku 

¼jktLo½ 97,35,14,000  97,35,14,000

¼iwathxr½ 5,00,00,000  5,00,00,000

7 iqfyl vkSj lEc) 
laxBu 

¼jktLo½ 15,50,82,72,000  15,50,82,72,000

¼iwathxr½ 67,54,00,000  67,54,00,000

8 f'k{kk ¼jktLo½ 70,87,45,31,000  70,87,45,31,000

¼iwathxr½ 91,38,01,000  91,38,01,000

9 LokLF; ,oa ifjokj 
dY;k.k 

¼jktLo½ 24,15,88,60,000  24,15,88,60,000

¼iwathxr½ 92,66,00,000  92,66,00,000

10 yksd fuekZ.k& 
lM+d] iqy ,oa 
Hkou 

¼jktLo½ 37,33,34,98,000  37,33,34,98,000

¼iwathxr½ 13,11,97,00,000  13,11,97,00,000

11 —f"k ¼jktLo½ 3,81,39,41,000  3,81,39,41,000

¼iwathxr½ 88,82,95,000  88,82,95,000

12 m|ku ¼jktLo½ 3,70,46,02,000  3,70,46,02,000

¼iwathxr½ 14,68,12,000  14,68,12,000

13 flapkbZ] tykiwÆr 
,oa lQkbZ  

¼jktLo½ 26,49,52,57,000 1,000 26,49,52,58,000

¼iwathxr½ 7,55,24,00,000  7,55,24,00,000

14 i'kq ikyu] nqX/k 
fodkl ,oa eRL; 

¼jktLo½ 4,00,24,04,000  4,00,24,04,000

¼iwathxr½ 9,52,09,000  9,52,09,000

15 ;kstuk ,oa fiNM+k 
{ks= fodkl 
dk;ZØe 

¼jktLo½ 72,11,73,000  72,11,73,000

¼iwathxr½ 4,71,14,00,000  4,71,14,00,000

16 ou vkSj oU; 
thou 

¼jktLo½ 7,10,40,62,000  7,10,40,62,000

¼iwathxr½ 11,30,00,000  11,30,00,000

17 fuokZpu ¼jktLo½ 31,52,49,000  31,52,49,000

¼iwathxr½ 75,00,000  75,00,000

18 m|ksx] [kfut] 
vkiwÆr ,oa lwpuk 
çkS|ksfxdh 

¼jktLo½ 1,74,21,07,000  1,74,21,07,000

¼iwathxr½ 31,84,01,000  31,84,01,000

19 lkekftd U;k; ,oa 
vf/kdkfjrk 

¼jktLo½ 12,33,62,94,000  12,33,62,94,000

¼iwathxr½ 8,36,00,000  8,36,00,000

20 xzkeh.k fodkl ¼jktLo½ 11,03,60,38,000  11,03,60,38,000

¼iwathxr½ 59,00,000  59,00,000

21 Lkgdkfjrk ¼jktLo½ 34,93,42,000  34,93,42,000

¼iwathxr½ 2,00,000  2,00,000
 

22 [kk| vkSj ukxfjd 
vkiwÆr 

¼jktLo½ 1,86,17,13,000  1,86,17,13,000

¼iwathxr½ 1,58,00,000  1,58,00,000
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23 fo|qr fodkl ¼jktLo½ 2,69,98,92,000  2,69,98,92,000

¼iwathxr½ 2,65,11,00,000  2,65,11,00,000

24 eqæ.k ,oa ys[ku 
lkexzh 

¼jktLo½ 25,75,87,000  25,75,87,000

¼iwathxr½ 30,00,000  30,00,000

25 lM+d vkSj ty 
ifjogu 

¼jktLo½ 2,48,74,14,000  2,48,74,14,000

¼iwathxr½ 1,10,55,00,000  1,10,55,00,000

26 i;ZVu vkSj ukxj 
foekuu 

¼jktLo½ 1,17,53,34,000  1,17,53,34,000

¼iwathxr½ 5,78,39,01,000  5,78,39,01,000

27 Je] jkstxkj vkSj 
çf'k{k.k 

¼jktLo½ 3,06,11,11,000  3,06,11,11,000

¼iwathxr½ 83,35,00,000  83,35,00,000

28 'kgjh fodkl] uxj 
,oa xzke ;kstuk 
rFkk vkokl 

¼jktLo½ 6,32,84,40,000  6,32,84,40,000

¼iwathxr½ 1,81,82,00,000  1,81,82,00,000

29 foÙk ¼jktLo½ 72,03,57,69,000 50,17,56,66,000 1,22,21,14,35,000

¼iwathxr½ 19,77,51,000 53,33,51,13,000 53,53,28,64,000

30 fofo/k lkekU; 
lsok,a 

¼jktLo½ 93,68,13,000  93,68,13,000

¼iwathxr½ 16,67,00,000  16,67,00,000

31 tutkrh; {ks= 
fodkl dk;ZØe 

¼jktLo½ 16,64,21,30,000  16,64,21,30,000

¼iwathxr½ 5,74,14,00,000  5,74,14,00,000

32 vuqlwfpr tkfr 
fodkl dk;ZØe 

¼jktLo½ 20,25,46,95,000  20,25,46,95,000

¼iwathxr½ 16,00,59,99,000  16,00,59,99,000

 tksM+ ¼jktLo½ 3,66,28,99,14,000 50,97,07,75,000 4,17,26,06,89,000

 ¼iwathxr½ 64,25,19,69,000 53,33,51,13,000 1,17,58,70,82,000

       dqy tksM+ 4,30,54,18,83,000 1,04,30,58,88,000 5,34,84,77,71,000

 
 
 

mís';ksa vkSj dkj.kksa dk dFku 
 
 

 ;g fo/ks;d] Hkkjr ds lafo/kku ds vuqPNsn 204 ds [k.M ¼1½ ds vuqlj.k esa fgekpy çns'k jkT; 
dh lafpr fuf/k esa ls foÙkh; o"kZ 2021&22 ds fy, fgekpy çns'k ljdkj ds vuqekfur O;;ksa ds lEcU/k esa 
lafpr fuf/k ij çHkkfjr O;;ksa vkSj fo/kku lHkk }kjk nÙker vU; O;;ksa dks iwjk djus ds fy, visf{kr /ku 
ds fofu;kstu dk micU/k djus ds fy, iqj%LFkkfir gSA 
 
 
 

             ¼t; jke Bkdqj½ 
                 eq[; eU=hA 

 
 

f'keyk % 
rkjh[k %         ekpZ] 2021 
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AUTHORITATIVE  ENGLISH  TEXT 

 
BILL NO. 4 OF 2021 

 
THE HIMACHAL PRADESH APPROPRIATION (NUMBER 4) BILL, 2021 

 
ARRANGEMENT OF CLAUSES 

 
Clauses: 
 

1. Short title and commencement. 
 

2. Issue of a sum of ` 5,34,84,77,71,000 out of the Consolidated Fund of the State of 
Himachal Pradesh for the financial year 2021-2022. 

3.  
4. Appropriation. 

 

4. Repeal and savings. 
THE SCHEDULE 
 

___________ 
 
 

Bill No.  4 of  2021 
 

THE HIMACHAL PRADESH APPROPRIATION (NUMBER 4) BILL, 2021 
 

(AS INTRODUCED IN THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY) 
 

A 
 

BILL 
 

  to authorise payment and appropriation of certain sums from and out of the Consolidated 
Fund of the State of Himachal Pradesh for the services for the financial year 2021-2022. 
  

 BE it enacted by the Legislative Assembly of Himachal Pradesh in the Seventy-second Year 
of the Republic of India as follows:— 

  
 1. Short title and commencement.—(1) This Act may be called the Himachal Pradesh 
Appropriation (Number 4) Act, 2021. 

 
 (2)  It shall come into force on the first day of April, 2021. 

  
 2.  Issue of a sum of  ` 5,34,84,77,71,000  out of the Consolidated Fund of the State of 
Himachal Pradesh for the financial year 2021-2022.—From and out of the Consolidated Fund of 
the State of Himachal Pradesh, there may be paid and applied sums not exceeding those specified 
in column (3) of THE SCHEDULE amounting in the aggregate to a sum of  ` 5,34,84,77,71,000 
(Rupees fifty three  thousand  four hundred eighty four crore, seventy seven lakh seventy one 
thousand) only towards defraying the several charges which will come in course of payment during 
the financial year 2021-2022 in respect of the services and purposes specified in column (2) of THE 
SCHEDULE.    
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 3. Appropriation—.The sums authorized to be paid and applied from and out of the 
Consolidated Fund of the State of Himachal Pradesh by this Act shall be appropriated for the 
services and purposes expressed in THE SCHEDULE  in relation to the said year.  

 
 4. Repeal and savings.—The Appropriation Acts specified below are hereby repealed, 
namely:— 
  
        (i) The Himachal Pradesh Appropriation Act, 2020 (Act No. 4 of 2020). 
  
        (ii) The Himachal Pradesh Appropriation (Number 2) Act, 2020 (Act No. 5 of 2020) 
  

     Provided that such repeal shall not,— 
 

 (a) affect, any other enactment in which the repealed enactment has been applied, 
incorporated or referred to; or 

 

 (b) affect the validity, invalidity, effect or consequences of anything already done or 
suffered, or any right, title, obligation or liability already acquired or incurred, or any 
remedy or proceeding in respect thereof, or any release or discharge of or from any 
debt, penalty, obligation, liability, claim or demand, or indemnity already granted, or 
the proof of any past act or thing; or 

 
 (c) affect any principle or rule of law, or established jurisdiction, form or course of 

pleading, practice or procedure, or existing privilege, restriction, exemption, office or 
appointment, notwithstanding that the same respectively may have been in any manner 
affirmed or recognized or derived by, in or from any enactment thereby repealed; or 

 
 (d) affect the audit, examination, accounting, investigation, inquiry or any other action 

taken or to be taken in relation thereto by any authority and such audit, examination, 
accounting, investigation, inquiry or action could be taken, and, or continued as if the 
said enactments are not repealed by this Act.  

_________ 
 

THE SCHEDULE 
(See sections 2 and 3) 

 
Deman
d No.  

Services and purposes Sums not exceeding 
Voted by the 
Legislative 
Assembly 

Charged on the 
Consolidated 

Fund 

Total 

in ` in `  in `  
1 2 3 4 5 
1 Vidhan Sabha  (Revenue) 41,80,11,000 1,07,51,000 42,87,62,000

(Capital) 3,05,00,000  3,05,00,000

2 Governor and 
Council of 
Ministers 

(Revenue) 17,05,43,000 8,18,21,000 25,23,64,000

3 Administration of  
Justice 

(Revenue) 1,91,98,87,000 55,68,44,000 2,47,67,31,000

(Capital) 4,17,00,000  4,17,00,000

4 General 
Administration 

(Revenue) 2,58,43,85,000 14,56,92,000 2,73,00,77,000

(Capital) 11,19,00,000  11,19,00,000
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5 Land Revenue and 
District 
Administration 

(Revenue) 12,98,70,46,000  12,98,70,46,000

(Capital) 13,68,00,000  13,68,00,000

6 Excise and 
Taxation 

(Revenue) 97,35,14,000  97,35,14,000

(Capital) 5,00,00,000  5,00,00,000

7 Police and Allied 
Organisations 

(Revenue) 15,50,82,72,000  15,50,82,72,000

(Capital) 67,54,00,000  67,54,00,000

8 Education (Revenue) 70,87,45,31,000  70,87,45,31,000

(Capital) 91,38,01,000  91,38,01,000

9 Health and Family 
Welfare 

(Revenue) 24,15,88,60,000  24,15,88,60,000

(Capital) 92,66,00,000  92,66,00,000

10 Public Works- 
Roads, Bridges 
and Buildings 

(Revenue) 37,33,34,98,000  37,33,34,98,000

(Capital) 13,11,97,00,000  13,11,97,00,000

11 Agriculture (Revenue) 3,81,39,41,000  3,81,39,41,000

(Capital) 88,82,95,000  88,82,95,000

12 Horticulture 
 

(Revenue) 3,70,46,02,000  3,70,46,02,000

(Capital) 14,68,12,000  14,68,12,000

13 Irrigation, Water
Supply and
Sanitation  

(Revenue) 26,49,52,57,000 1,000 26,49,52,58,000

(Capital) 7,55,24,00,000  7,55,24,00,000

14 Animal 
Husbandry, Dairy 
Development and 
Fisheries 

(Revenue) 4,00,24,04,000  4,00,24,04,000

(Capital) 9,52,09,000  9,52,09,000

15 Planning and 
Backward Area 
Development 
Programme  

(Revenue) 72,11,73,000  72,11,73,000

(Capital) 4,71,14,00,000  4,71,14,00,000

16 Forest and Wild 
Life 

(Revenue) 7,10,40,62,000  7,10,40,62,000

(Capital) 11,30,00,000  11,30,00,000

17 Election (Revenue) 31,52,49,000  31,52,49,000

(Capital) 75,00,000  75,00,000

18 Industries, 
Minerals, Supplies 
and Information  
Technology 

(Revenue) 1,74,21,07,000  1,74,21,07,000

(Capital) 31,84,01,000  31,84,01,000

19 Social Justice and 
Empowerment 

(Revenue) 12,33,62,94,000  12,33,62,94,000

(Capital) 8,36,00,000  8,36,00,000

20 Rural 
Development 

(Revenue) 11,03,60,38,000  11,03,60,38,000

(Capital) 59,00,000  59,00,000

21 Co-operation (Revenue) 34,93,42,000  34,93,42,000

(Capital) 2,00,000  2,00,000
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22 Food and Civil 
Supplies 

(Revenue) 1,86,17,13,000  1,86,17,13,000
(Capital) 1,58,00,000  1,58,00,000

23 Power 
Development 

(Revenue) 2,69,98,92,000  2,69,98,92,000
(Capital) 2,65,11,00,000  2,65,11,00,000

24 Printing and 
Stationery 

(Revenue) 25,75,87,000  25,75,87,000
(Capital) 30,00,000  30,00,000

25 Road and Water 
Transport 

(Revenue) 2,48,74,14,000  2,48,74,14,000
(Capital) 1,10,55,00,000  1,10,55,00,000

26 
 

Tourism and Civil 
Aviation 

(Revenue) 1,17,53,34,000  1,17,53,34,000
(Capital) 5,78,39,01,000  5,78,39,01,000

27 Labour, 
Employment and 
Training 

(Revenue) 3,06,11,11,000  3,06,11,11,000

(Capital) 83,35,00,000  83,35,00,000

28 Urban 
Development, 
Town and Country 
Planning and
Housing 

(Revenue) 6,32,84,40,000  6,32,84,40,000

(Capital) 1,81,82,00,000  1,81,82,00,000

29 Finance (Revenue) 72,03,57,69,000 50,17,56,66,000 1,22,21,14,35,000

(Capital) 19,77,51,000 53,33,51,13,000 53,53,28,64,000

30 Miscellaneous 
General Services 

(Revenue) 93,68,13,000  93,68,13,000

(Capital) 16,67,00,000  16,67,00,000

31 Tribal Area 
Development 
Programme 

(Revenue) 16,64,21,30,000  16,64,21,30,000

(Capital) 5,74,14,00,000  5,74,14,00,000

32 Scheduled Caste 
Development 
Programme  

(Revenue) 20,25,46,95,000  20,25,46,95,000

(Capital) 16,00,59,99,000  16,00,59,99,000

 Total (Revenue) 3,66,28,99,14,000 50,97,07,75,000 4,17,26,06,89,000

  (Capital) 64,25,19,69,000 53,33,51,13,000 1,17,58,70,82,000

                          Grand Total 4,30,54,18,83,000 1,04,30,58,88,000 5,34,84,77,71,000
 

STATEMENT OF OBJECTS AND REASONS 
 
 This Bill is introduced in pursuance of clause (1) of article 204 of the Constitution of India 
to provide for the appropriation from and out of the Consolidated Fund of the State of Himachal 
Pradesh of the moneys required to meet the expenditure charged on the Consolidated Fund and 
other expenditure as voted by the Legislative Assembly in respect of the estimated expenditure of 
the Government of Himachal Pradesh for the financial year 2021-2022. 
 
 

         (JAI RAM THAKUR) 
         Chief  Minister. 

 
SHIMLA: 
 
The             March, 2021. 
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c vnkyr uk;c rglhynkj ,oa lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh] bUnkSjk] ftyk dkaxM+k 

 ¼fg0 iz0½  
 

fely ua0 % 03@bZ0 ,e0@2021  rkjh[k is'kh % 08&04&2021 
 
 Jh jke nkl iq= Jh eusj @ txr jke iq= Jh fnrw] xkao pqgM+iqj] Mkd?kj pukSj] rglhy bUnkSjk] 
ftyk dkaxM+k] fg0 iz0   - - izkFkhZA 
 

cuke 
 

 vke turk    - - izR;kFkhZA 
 
fo"k;-&&izkFkZuk&i= uke nq#Lrh jktLo fjdkMZ ckor vjkth [kkrk ua0 163] [krkSuh ua0 234] [kljk ua0 

1146&1147&1148] fdÙkk 3] jdck rknknh 00&40&01 gS0 eh0] tekcUnh lky 2015&16 okd;k 
egky o ekStk dqM+lk] rglhy bankSjk] ftyk dkaxM+k] fg0 iz0A    

 
 mijksDr fo"k; ls lEcfU/kr izkFkZuk&i= izLrqr djrs gq;s izkFkhZ Jh jke nkl iq= Jh eusj @ txr 
jke iq= Jh fnrw] xkao pqgM+iqj] Mkd?kj pukSj] rglhy bUnkSjk] ftyk dkaxM+k] fg0 iz0 us fuosnu fd;k gS 
fd og mDr Hkwfe dk okfgn ekfyd gS vkSj ekSdk ij dk'r djrk gS ysfdu [kkrk ua0 163] [krkSuh ua0 
234] [kljk ua0 1146&1147&1148] fdÙkk 3] jdck rknknh 00&40&01 gS0 eh0] tekcUnh lky 2015&16 
okd;k egky o ekStk dqM+lk] rglhy bankSjk] ftyk dkaxM+k] fg0 iz0 dkxtkr eky esa mldk uke jke 
lju iq= Jh eusj @ txr jke iq= Jh fnrw] xkao pqgM+iqj] Mkd?kj pukSj] rglhy bUnkSjk] ftyk dkaxM+k] 
fg0 iz0 esa xyr ntZ dj fn;k x;k gS tks fd xyr gSA tcfd esjk mldk okLrfod uke jke nkl iq= 
Jh eusj @ txr jke iq= Jh fnrw] xkao pqgM+iqj] Mkd?kj pukSj] rglhy bUnkSjk] ftyk dkaxM+k] fg0 iz0 
gSA ftldh nq#Lrh djds [kkuk eydh;r esa mldk lgh uke Jh jke nkl iq= Jh eusj @ txr jke iq= 
Jh fnrw] fd;k tkosA  
 
 vr% bl b'rgkj }kjk loZlk/kkj.k@vke turk dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd mDr fo"k; ls 
lEcfU/kr eqdíes esa [kkuk eyfd;r esa uke dh nq#Lrh djus ckjs fdlh O;fDr dks dksbZ ,rjkt gks rks og 
vlkyru ;k odkyru fnukad 08&04&2021 dks izkr% 10-00 cts vnkyr gtk esa gkftj gksosa vU;Fkk 
fely ij fu;ekuqlkj vfxze dkjZokbZ vey esa ykbZ tk,xhA  
 
 vkt fnukad 08&03&2021 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr lfgr tkjh fd;k x;kA 
 
 
 

eksgjA     gLrk{kfjr@& 
lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh]  

bUnkSjk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½A  
 

&&&&&&&&&&&&&  

 
c vnkyr Jh 'kke Lo:i] uk;c rglhynkj o dk;Zdkjh n.Mkf/kdkjh] Hkokjuk] 

 ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½ 
 

eqdíek ua0 %  @2021  rkjh[k is'kh % 12&04&2021 
 
 Jh eLr jke iq= iq= Jh lqf[k;k jke] oklh xkao o Mkd?kj dLck iqUuj] mi&rglhy Hkokjuk] 
ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½ - - izkFkhZA 
 

cuke  
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 vke turk              - - izfroknhA 

  
fo"k;-&&tUe o e`R;q iathdj.k vf/kfu;e] 1969 dh /kkjk 13¼3½ ds rgr e`R;q iathdj.k gsrq izkFkZuk&i=A 
 

 Jh eLr jke iq= iq= Jh lqf[k;k jke] oklh xkao o Mkd?kj dLck iqUuj] mi&rglhy Hkokjuk] 
ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½ us bl vnkyr esa izkFkZuk&i= e; C;ku gYQh is'k djrs gq, vkosnu fd;k gS fd 
mlds fnoaxr firk lqf[k;k jke iq= jh>k dk nsgkUr fnukad 12&12&1986 dks xkao dLck] xzke iapk;r 
iqUuj] mi&rglhy Hkokjuk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½ esa gqvk gS ijUrq vKkurko'k mldh e`R;q dk iathdj.k 
LFkkuh; xzke iapk;r vfHkys[k esa u djok;k x;k gSA vr% izkFkhZ bl U;k;ky; ds ek/;e ls vius fnoaxr 
firk dh e`R;q dk iathdj.k djus dk vkns'k xzke iapk;r iqUuj dks tkjh djokuk pkgrk gSA 
 
 vr% izkFkhZ dk vkosnu Lohdkj djrs gq, bl b'rgkj eq'=h equknh o pLikaxh }kjk vke turk dks 
lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd ;fn fdlh O;fDr ;k laLFkk dks mDr lqf[k;k jke iq= jh>k dh e`R;q frfFk 
12&12&1986 ds iathdj.k ckjs dksbZ mtj ,oa ,rjkt gks rks og vlkyru ;k odkyru rkjh[k is'kh 
12&04&2021 dks gkftj vnkyr gksdj viuk mtj o ,rjkt is'k dj ldrk gSA ckn rkjh[k is'kh fdlh 
fdLe dk mtj ,oa ,rjkt ugha lquk tkosxk o mijksDr Lo0 lqf[k;k jke iq= jh>k dh e`R;q frfFk dks 
iathdj.k djus dk vkns'k mi&LFkkuh; iathdkj] tUe o eqR;q] xzke iapk;r iqUuj dks ikfjr dj fn;k 
tk,xkA 
 ;g b'rgkj esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr ls vkt fnukad 08&03&2021 dks tkjh gqvkA 
 
 
 

eksgjA    gLrk{kfjr@& 
dk;Zdkjh n.Mkf/kdkjh  

Hkokjuk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0iz0½A 
  
 

&&&&&&&    
 
 
 

c vnkyr Jh 'kke Lo:i] uk;c rglhynkj o dk;Zdkjh n.Mkf/kdkjh] Hkokjuk] 
 ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½ 

 
eqdíek ua0 %  @2021  rkjh[k is'kh % 12&04&2021 
 
 Jh eLr jke iq= iq= Jh lqf[k;k jke] oklh xkao o Mkd?kj dLck iqUuj] mi&rglhy Hkokjuk] 
ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½ - - izkFkhZA 

 
cuke  

 
 vke turk              - - izfroknhA 

  
fo"k;-&&tUe o e`R;q iathdj.k vf/kfu;e] 1969 dh /kkjk 13¼3½ ds rgr e`R; iathdj.k gsrq izkFkZuk&i=A 
 
 Jh eLr jke iq= iq= Jh lqf[k;k jke] oklh xkao o Mkd?kj dLck iqUuj] mi&rglhy Hkokjuk] 
ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½ us bl vnkyr esa izkFkZuk&i= e; C;ku gYQh is'k djrs gq, vkosnu fd;k gS fd 
mldh fnoaxr ekrk eulk nsoh iRuh lqf[k;k jke dk nsgkUr fnukad 10&10&1998 dks xkao dLck] xzke 
iapk;r iqUuj] mi&rglhy Hkokjuk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½ esa gqvk gS ijUrq vKkurko'k mldh e`R;q dk 
iathdj.k LFkkuh; xzke iapk;r vfHkys[k esa u djok;k x;k gSA vr% izkFkhZ bl U;k;ky; ds ek/;e ls 
viuh fnoaxr ekrk dh e`R;q dk iathdj.k djus dk vkns'k xzke iapk;r iqUuj dks tkjh djokuk pkgrk gSA 
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 vr% izkFkhZ dk vkosnu Lohdkj djrs gq, bl b'rgkj eq'=h equknh o pLikaxh }kjk vke turk dks 
lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd ;fn fdlh O;fDr ;k laLFkk dks mDr eulk nsoh iRuh lqf[k;k jke dh e`R;q frfFk 
10&10&1998 ds iathdj.k ckjs dksbZ mtj ,oa ,rjkt gks rks og vlkyru ;k odkyru rkjh[k is'kh 
12&04&2021 dks gkftj vnkyr gksdj viuk mtj o ,rjkt is'k dj ldrk gSA ckn rkjh[k is'kh fdlh 
fdLe dk mtj ,oa ,rjkt ugha lquk tkosxk o mijksDr Lo0 eulk nsoh iRuh lqf[k;k jke dh e`R;q frfFk 
dks iathdj.k djus dk vkns'k mi&LFkkuh; iathdkj] tUe o eqR;q] xzke iapk;r iqUuj dks ikfjr dj fn;k 
tk,xkA 
 
 

 ;g b'rgkj esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr ls vkt fnukad 08&03&2021 dks tkjh gqvkA 
 
 
 

eksgjA    gLrk{kfjr@& 
dk;Zdkjh n.Mkf/kdkjh]  

Hkokjuk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0iz0½A 
&&&&&&&&& 

 
c vnkyr lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh] rglhy [kqf.M;ka] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½  

 
dsl ua0 % 01@NT@2021 rkjh[k is'kh % 08&04&2021  
 
 Jherh O;klka nsoh iRuh fof/k pUn] fuoklh egky pyksbZ] ekStk fFky] rglhy [kqf.M;ka] ftyk 
dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½A    

cuke  
 

vke turk 
 

muoku eqdíek-&&uke nq#LrhA 
 
 izkfFkZ;k Jherh O;klka nsoh iRuh fof/k pUn] fuoklh egky pyksbZ] ekStk fFky] rglhy [kqf.M;ka] 
ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½ us Lo;a mifLFkr gksdj izkFkZuk&i= nq#Lrh izLrqr fd;k gS fd mldk uke jktLo 
dkxtkr esa O;klka nsoh iRuh fof/k pUn ntZ gS] tcfd vk/kkj dkMZ o vU; dkxtkrksa esa mldk uke O;klka 
nsoh ds ctk;s fclkl nsoh ntZ gks x;k gS nks vyx&vyx uke gks tkus ds dkj.k mUgsa fnDdrksa dk 
lkeuk djuk iM+ jgk gSA vr% izkfFkZ;k dk vkxzg gS fd mijksDr of.kZr egky ds jktLo vfHkys[k esa 
mldk uke O;klka nsoh miuke fclkl nsoh iRuh fof/k pUn ntZ fd;k tk,A  
 
  vr% loZlk/kkj.k dks lquokbZ gsrq ctfj;s b'rgkj o eqL=h equknh }kjk lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd 
bl uke nq#Lrh ds lEcU/k esa fdlh izdkj dk mtj@,rjkt gks rks og fnukad 08&04&2021 dks 
vlkyru o odkyru is'k gksdj viuk ,rjkt ntZ djok ldrk gSA mlds mijkUr dksbZ Hkh 
mtj@,rjkt tsj lek;r u gksxk rFkk izkfFkZ;k Jherh O;klka nsoh iRuh fof/k pUn] fuoklh egky pyksbZ] 
ekStk fFky] rglhy [kqf.M;ka] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½ dk uke jktLo vfHkys[k egky pyksbZ ds vfHkys[k  
esa O;klka nsoh miuke fclkl nsoh iRuh fof/k pUn ntZ djus ds vkns'k ikfjr dj fn;s tk;saxsA  
 
 vkt fnukad 09&03&2021 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr ls tkjh gqvkA 
 
 

eksgjA    gLrk{kfjr@&] 
lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh] 

rglhy [kqf.M;ka] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½A 
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c vnkyr Jh fodkl teoky] fg0iz0ls0] fookg iathdj.k vf/kdkjh] /khjk] mi&e.My /khjk]  

ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½ 
 

 1- eksuw dqekj vk;q 33 o"kZ iq= efgUnz flag] fuoklh xkao iD[kh] Mkd?kj cSj?kkV] rglhy Fkqjy] 
ftyk dkaxM+k] fgekpy izns'kA 
 
 2- lqeu vk;q 29 o"kZ iq=h ns'k jkt] fuoklh xkao eysgM] Mkd?kj e:aag] rglhy /khjk] ftyk 
dkaxM+k] fgekpy izns'kA   - - izkFkhZx.kA 
 

cuke 
 

 vke turk   - - izfroknhA 
 
 vke turk dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd izkFkhZx.k ,d o nks us bl U;k;ky; esa fookg iathdj.k 
djokus dk vkosnu fd;k gSA vr% bl b'rgkj }kjk vke turk o mijksDr vkosnudRkkZ ds ekrk&firk dks 
bl fookg ds iathdj.k ckjs ,rjkt gks rks fnukad 05&04&2021 ;k blls iwoZ izkr% 10 cts rd bl 
U;k;ky; esa vkifÙk ntZ djok ldrs gSaA bl frfFk ds ckn dksbZ mtj Lohdkj ughsa fd;k tk;sxkA 
 
 vkt fnukad 03&03&2021 dks esjs gLrk{kj ,oa eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh fd;k x;kA 
 
 
eksgjA      gLrk{kfjr@& 

fookg iathdj.k vf/kdkjh] 
/khjk] mi&e.My /khjk] ftyk dkaxM+k] fgekpy izns'kA 

  
&&&&&&&& 

 
c vnkyr Jh enu yky 'kqDyk] uk;c rglhynkj ,oa lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh]  

bUnkSjk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½  
 

fely ua0 %    rkjh[k is'kh % 08&04&2021 
 
 1- Jh dqyoUr jk;s iq= Jh jru pUn] fuoklh ektjk] rglhy bUnkSjk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0iz0½  
 
 2- Jherh fueZyk nsoh iq=h Jh izdk'k pUn] fuoklh e.M fe;k.kh] rglhy bUnkSjk] ftyk dkaxM+k 
¼fg0iz0½     - - izkFkhZx.kA 
 

cuke 
 
 

vke turk 

 
fo"k;-&&izkFkZuk&i= tsjs /kkjk 8¼4½ fgekpy izns'k fookg iathdj.k vf/kfu;e] 1996- 
 
 

 izkFkhZx.k Jh dqyoUr jk; iq= Jh jru pUn] fuoklh ektjk] rglhy bUnkSjk] ftyk dkaxM+k 
¼fg0iz0½ o Jherh fueZyk nsoh iq=h Jh izdk'k pUn] fuoklh e.M fe;k.kh] rglhy bUnkSjk] ftyk dkaxM+k 
¼fg0iz0½  us izkFkZuk&i= izLrqr djrs gq, fuosnu fd;k gS fd mldk fookg frfFk 09&11&2021 dks xzke 
iapk;r ektjk ds vfHkys[k esa ntZ u gS tksfd ntZ fd;k tk,A 
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 vr% bl b'rgkj jkti= ds }kjk loZlk/kkj.k dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd mDr fookg iathdj.k 
djus ckjs fdlh O;fDr dks dksbZ Hkh ,rjkt gks rks og vlkyru ;k odkyru fnukad 08&04&2021 dks 
izkr% 10-00 cts vnkyr gtk esa mifLFkr gksdj viuk ,rjkt is'k dj ldrk gSA dksbZ ,rjkt is'k u 
gksus dh lwjr esa fookg dks iathdj.k djus ds vkns'k ikfjr dj fn, tk,axsA 
  
 
 vkt fnukad 09&03&2021 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr lfgr tkjh fd;k x;kA 
 
 
 

eksgjA     gLrk{kfjr@& 
     uk;c rglhynkj ,oa lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh]  
     bUnkSjk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½A 

 
&&&&&&&&& 

 
c vnkyr lgk;d lekgrkZ izFke Js.kh] fuje.M] ftyk dqYyw ¼fg0 iz0½ 

 
 frxyh mQZ dSyk'k pUn iq= vUur jke] fuoklh ekgok] QkVh rquu] rglhy fuje.M] ftyk dqYyw 
¼fg0 iz0½A 

cuke 
 

vke turk 
 
fo"k;-&&jktLo fjdkMZ esa uke nq#Lrh djus ckjs vkosnu&i=A 
 
 frxyh mQZ dSyk'k pUn iq= vUur jke] fuoklh ekgok] QkVh rquu] rglhy fuje.M] ftyk dqYyw 
¼fg0 iz0½ us ,d izkFkZuk&i= ce; 'kiFk&i= bl vk'k; ds lkFk xqtkjk gS fd esjk uke izR;sd dkxtkr esa 
dSyk'k pUn ntZ gS] ijUrq jktLo foHkkx ds fjdkMZ QkVh rquu] iVokj o`Ùk Fkkpok esa frxyh ntZ gks x;k 
gSA ftldks esa nq#Lr djds frxyh mQZ dSyk'k pUn gh ntZ djokuk pkgrk gawA  
 
 vr% bl b'rgkj }kjk loZlk/kkj.k turk o fgrc) O;fDr;ksa dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd 
mijksDr uke dks nq#Lr djus ckjs fdlh O;fDr dks dksbZ vkifÙk gks rks og fnukad 08&04&2021 dks ;k 
blls iwoZ v/kksgLrk{kjh ds le{k vlkyru o odkyru mifLFkr gksdj viuh vkifÙk ntZ dj ldrk gSA 
blds i'pkr dksbZ Hkh ,rjkt dkfcys lek;r ugha gksxk rFkk vosnu&i= ij fu;ekuqlkj dk;Zokgh vey 
esa ykbZ tk,xhA   
 
 vkt fnukad 06&03&2021 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh gqvkA 
 

 
eksgjA    gLrk{kfjr@& 
          lgk;d lekgrkZ izFke Js.kh]  

rglhy fuje.M] ftyk dqYyw ¼fg0 iz0½A 
&&&&&&&& 

 

c vnkyr Jh fe=nso eksgry] rglhynkj ,oa dk;Zdkjh n.Mkf/kdkjh] dqYyw]  
ftyk dqYyw ¼fg0 iz0½ 

 

dsl ua0 % 11/ME/T/2021 
 
 Jh dey dqekj iq= Jh ;ksx jkt] fuoklh xkao Hkks"k] Mkd?kj gjhiqj] rglhy o ftyk dqYyw   
¼fg0 iz0½A 
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 Jherh lquhrk nsoh iq=h Jh izse yky] fuoklh xkao 'ke'kh] rglhy o ftyk dqYyw ¼fg0 iz0½  
    - - izkFkhZx.kA  
 

cuke 
 

 vke turk  - - izfroknhx.kA 
 
fo"k;-&&izkFkZuk&i= tsj /kkjk 8¼4½ fg0 iz0 jftLVªhdj.k fu;e] 2004 fookg iathdj.k ckjsA 
 
 mijksDr ekeyk esa izkFkhZx.k mijksDr us bl vnkyr esa izkFkZuk&i= is'k fd;k gS fd mUgksaus fnukad 
08&12&2019 dks fgUnw jhfr&fjokt ds vuqlkj LFkku 'ke'kh esa 'kknh dj yh gS vkSj rc ls nksuksas 
ifr&iRuh ds :i esa jgrs pys vk jgs gSa ijUrq izkFkhZx.k }kjk viuh 'kknh dk bUnzkt lEcfU/kr iapk;r esa 
ugha djok;k gSA 
 
 vr% loZlk/kkj.k o lxs&lEcfU/k;ksa dks bl b'rgkj }kjk lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd fdlh Hkh O;fDr 
dks mijksDr izkFkhZx.k dh 'kknh dks lEcfU/kr iapk;r ds vfHkys[k esa ntZ djus ckjs dksbZ mtj o ,rjkt 
gks rks og fnukad 09&04&2021 dks lqcg 10-00 cts ;k blls iwoZ vlkyru ;k odkyru gkftj vnkyr 
is'k gksdj viuk mtj o ,rjkt is'k dj ldrk gSA blds mijkUr dksbZ Hkh mtj o ,rjkt izkIr u gksus 
dh lwjr esa fu;ekuqlkj 'kknh ntZ djus ds vkns'k ikfjr dj fn, tk,axsA 
 
 vkt fnukad 06&03&2021 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh gqvkA 
 
 
eksgjA    fe=nso eksgry] 
    rglhynkj ,oa dk;Zdkjh n.Mkf/kdkjh] 
    dqYyw] ftyk dqYyw ¼fg0 iz0½A 

 
&&&&&&&& 

 
c vnkyr Jh fe=nso eksgry] rglhynkj ,oa dk;Zdkjh n.Mkf/kdkjh] dqYyw]  

ftyk dqYyw ¼fg0 iz0½ 
 

dsl ua0 % 10/ME/T/2021  
 

 
 Jh fxys jke iq= Jh yksr jke] fuoklh xkao ikj'kk] Mkd?kj vjN.Mh] rglhy o ftyk dqYyw   
¼fg0 iz0½A 
 
 Jherh 'khyk nsoh iq=h Jh Vsd pUn] fuoklh xkao dqekjVh] Mkd?kj jkeu] rglhy o ftyk e.Mh 
¼fg0 iz0½   - - izkFkhZx.kA  
 

cuke 
 

 vke turk  - - izfroknhx.kA 
 
fo"k;-&&izkFkZuk&i= tsj /kkjk 8¼4½ fg0 iz0 jftLVªhdj.k fu;e] 2004 fookg iathdj.k ckjsA 
 
 mijksDr ekeyk esa izkFkhZx.k mijksDr us bl vnkyr esa izkFkZuk&i= is'k fd;k gS fd mUgksaus fnukad 
15&05&2015 dks fgUnw jhfr&fjokt ds vuqlkj LFkku ikj'kk esa 'kknh dj yh gS vkSj rc ls nksuksas 
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ifr&iRuh ds :i esa jgrs pys vk jgs gSa ijUrq izkFkhZx.k }kjk viuh 'kknh dk bUnzkt lEcfU/kr iapk;r esa 
ugha djok;k gSA 
 
 vr% loZlk/kkj.k o lxs&lEcfU/k;ksa dks bl b'rgkj }kjk lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd fdlh Hkh O;fDr 
dks mijksDr izkFkhZx.k dh 'kknh dks lEcfU/kr iapk;r ds vfHkys[k esa ntZ djus ckjs dksbZ mtj o ,rjkt 
gks rks og fnukad 09&04&2021 dks lqcg 10-00 cts ;k blls iwoZ vlkyru ;k odkyru gkftj vnkyr 
is'k gksdj viuk mtj o ,rjkt is'k dj ldrk gSA blds mijkUr dksbZ Hkh mtj o ,rjkt izkIr u gksus 
dh lwjr esa fu;ekuqlkj 'kknh ntZ djus ds vkns'k ikfjr dj fn, tk,axsA 
 
 vkt fnukad 06&03&2021 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh gqvkA 
 
 
eksgjA    fe=nso eksgry] 
    rglhynkj ,oa dk;Zdkjh n.Mkf/kdkjh] 
    dqYyw] ftyk dqYyw ¼fg0 iz0½A 

 
&&&&&&&& 

 
c vnkyr Jh fe=nso eksgry] rglhynkj ,oa dk;Zdkjh n.Mkf/kdkjh] dqYyw]  

ftyk dqYyw ¼fg0 iz0½ 
 

dsl ua0 % 09/ME/T/2021  
 

 
 Jh jes'k pUn iq= Jh ohj pUn] fuoklh xkao fgEcjh] Mkd?kj f'kjM+] rglhy o ftyk dqYyw    
¼fg0 iz0½A 
 
 Jherh iq"ik nsoh iq=h Jh /keZ pUn] fuoklh xkao dqdMh] Mkd?kj Qksty] rglhy o ftyk dqYyw 
¼fg0 iz0½   - - izkFkhZx.kA  
 

cuke 
 
 

 vke turk  - - izfroknhx.kA 
 
 
fo"k;-&&izkFkZuk&i= tsj /kkjk 8¼4½ fg0 iz0 jftLVªhdj.k fu;e] 2004 fookg iathdj.k ckjsA 
 
 
 mijksDr ekeyk esa izkFkhZx.k mijksDr us bl vnkyr esa izkFkZuk&i= is'k fd;k gS fd mUgksaus fnukad 
11&05&2019 dks fgUnw jhfr&fjokt ds vuqlkj LFkku fgEcjh esa 'kknh dj yh gS vkSj rc ls nksuksas 
ifr&iRuh ds :i esa jgrs pys vk jgs gSa ijUrq izkFkhZx.k }kjk viuh 'kknh dk bUnzkt lEcfU/kr iapk;r esa 
ugha djok;k gSA 
 
 

 vr% loZlk/kkj.k o lxs&lEcfU/k;ksa dks bl b'rgkj }kjk lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd fdlh Hkh O;fDr 
dks mijksDr izkFkhZx.k dh 'kknh dks lEcfU/kr iapk;r ds vfHkys[k esa ntZ djus ckjs dksbZ mtj o ,rjkt 
gks rks og fnukad 09&04&2021 dks lqcg 10-00 cts ;k blls iwoZ vlkyru ;k odkyru gkftj vnkyr 
is'k gksdj viuk mtj o ,rjkt is'k dj ldrk gSA blds mijkUr dksbZ Hkh mtj o ,rjkt izkIr u gksus 
dh lwjr esa fu;ekuqlkj 'kknh ntZ djus ds vkns'k ikfjr dj fn, tk,axsA 
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 vkt fnukad 06&03&2021 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh gqvkA 
 
 
eksgjA    fe=nso eksgry] 
    rglhynkj ,oa dk;Zdkjh n.Mkf/kdkjh] 
    dqYyw] ftyk dqYyw ¼fg0 iz0½A 

 
&&&&&&&& 

 
c vnkyr Jh fe=nso eksgry] rglhynkj ,oa dk;Zdkjh n.Mkf/kdkjh] dqYyw]  

ftyk dqYyw ¼fg0 iz0½ 
 

dsl ua0 % 08/ME/T/2021 
 

 Jh /kuh jke iq= Jh pUns jke] fuoklh xkao tk.kk] Mkd?kj vjN.Mh] rglhy o ftyk dqYyw   
¼fg0 iz0½A 
 
 Jherh ehuw nsoh iq=h Jh fVde jke] fuoklh xkao Mq[kjh] Mkd?kj 'kkyax] rglhy o ftyk dqYyw 
¼fg0 iz0½   - - izkFkhZx.kA  
 

cuke 
 

 vke turk  - - izfroknhx.kA 
 
fo"k;-&&izkFkZuk&i= tsj /kkjk 8¼4½ fg0 iz0 jftLVªhdj.k fu;e] 2004 fookg iathdj.k ckjsA 
 
 mijksDr ekeyk esa izkFkhZx.k mijksDr us bl vnkyr esa izkFkZuk&i= is'k fd;k gS fd mUgksaus fnukad 
20&02&2014 dks fgUnw jhfr&fjokt ds vuqlkj LFkku Mq[kjh esa 'kknh dj yh gS vkSj rc ls nksuksas 
ifr&iRuh ds :i esa jgrs pys vk jgs gSa ijUrq izkFkhZx.k }kjk viuh 'kknh dk bUnzkt lEcfU/kr iapk;r esa 
ugha djok;k gSA 
 
 vr% loZlk/kkj.k o lxs&lEcfU/k;ksa dks bl b'rgkj }kjk lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd fdlh Hkh O;fDr 
dks mijksDr izkFkhZx.k dh 'kknh dks lEcfU/kr iapk;r ds vfHkys[k esa ntZ djus ckjs dksbZ mtj o ,rjkt 
gks rks og fnukad 09&04&2021 dks lqcg 10-00 cts ;k blls iwoZ vlkyru ;k odkyru gkftj vnkyr 
is'k gksdj viuk mtj o ,rjkt is'k dj ldrk gSA blds mijkUr dksbZ Hkh mtj o ,rjkt izkIr u gksus 
dh lwjr esa fu;ekuqlkj 'kknh ntZ djus ds vkns'k ikfjr dj fn, tk,axsA 
 
 vkt fnukad 06&03&2021 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh gqvkA 
 
eksgjA    fe=nso eksgry] 
    rglhynkj ,oa dk;Zdkjh n.Mkf/kdkjh] 
    dqYyw] ftyk dqYyw ¼fg0 iz0½A 

&&&&&&&& 
c vnkyr Jh fe=nso eksgry] rglhynkj ,oa dk;Zdkjh n.Mkf/kdkjh] dqYyw]  

ftyk dqYyw ¼fg0 iz0½ 
 

dsl ua0 % 07/ME/T/2021  
 

 Jh jkds'k dqekj iq= Jh Hkknj flag] fuoklh xkao oLrksjh] Mkd?kj Hks[kyh] rglhy o ftyk dqYyw   
¼fg0 iz0½A 
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 Jherh ehjk nsoh iq=h Jh [kse flag] xkao jk;y] Mkd?kj iht] rglhy o ftyk dqYyw ¼fg0 iz0½  
    - - izkFkhZx.kA  

cuke 
 

 vke turk  - - izfroknhx.kA 
 
fo"k;-&&izkFkZuk&i= tsj /kkjk 8¼4½ fg0 iz0 jftLVªhdj.k fu;e] 2004 fookg iathdj.k ckjsA 
 
 mijksDr ekeyk esa izkFkhZx.k mijksDr us bl vnkyr esa izkFkZuk&i= is'k fd;k gS fd mUgksaus fnukad 
25&10&2019 dks fgUnw jhfr&fjokt ds vuqlkj LFkku jk;y esa 'kknh dj yh gS vkSj rc ls nksuksas 
ifr&iRuh ds :i esa jgrs pys vk jgs gSa ijUrq izkFkhZx.k }kjk viuh 'kknh dk bUnzkt lEcfU/kr iapk;r esa 
ugha djok;k gSA 
 
 vr% loZlk/kkj.k o lxs&lEcfU/k;ksa dks bl b'rgkj }kjk lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd fdlh Hkh O;fDr 
dks mijksDr izkFkhZx.k dh 'kknh dks lEcfU/kr iapk;r ds vfHkys[k esa ntZ djus ckjs dksbZ mtj o ,rjkt 
gks rks og fnukad 09&04&2021 dks lqcg 10-00 cts ;k blls iwoZ vlkyru ;k odkyru gkftj vnkyr 
is'k gksdj viuk mtj o ,rjkt is'k dj ldrk gSA blds mijkUr dksbZ Hkh mtj o ,rjkt izkIr u gksus 
dh lwjr esa fu;ekuqlkj 'kknh ntZ djus ds vkns'k ikfjr dj fn, tk,axsA 
 
 vkt fnukad 06&03&2021 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh gqvkA 
 
 
eksgjA    fe=nso eksgry] 
    rglhynkj ,oa dk;Zdkjh n.Mkf/kdkjh] 
    dqYyw] ftyk dqYyw ¼fg0 iz0½A 

 
&&&&&&&&& 

 
CHANGE OF NAME 

 
  I, Amar Singh Thakur s/o Late Sh. Sant Ram r/o House No. T-15G, Railway Colony 
Shimla, District Shimla (H.P.) declare that in service record my name wrongly written as Amar 
Singh. Please correct it as Amar Singh Thakur as per my Aadhar Card and Education Certificates. 
 

AMAR SINGH THAKUR , 
s/o Late Sh. Sant Ram r/o House No. T-15G, 

Railway Colony Shimla, District Shimla (H.P.) 
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