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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 Title of Services Designated Particulars Timelinesas | Designation
No officers prescribed of
under Appellate
concerned Authority
Acts/Rules (in
days)
1 2 3 4 5 6
18. | Grant of Member All such industries/units | With in 120 | Chairman,
Authorisation under | Secretary where power to decide | days on receipt | HPSPCB
the Hazardous and Grant/Renewal of Consent | of  complete
other Waste under the Water Act, | application in
(Management and 1974 and Air Act, 1981 | al respect.
Transboundary has  been delegated.
Movement) Rules, Transporters of hazardous
2016 as amended waste.
time to time. 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.
SEE & All  such industries/units | Within 120 | Member
Head office | where power to decide | days on Secretary
Grant/Renewal of Consent | receipt of
under the Water Act, 1974 | complete
and Air Act, 1981 has | application in
been delegated to | al respect.
concerned Unit Head(s) at
Head Office level.
Regiond All such industries/units | With in 120 | Member
Officer(s) where power to decide | days on receipt | Secretary,
(SEE/EE/A | Grant/Renewal of Consent | of  complete | HPSPCB
EE) under the Water Act, | application in
1974 and Air Act, 1981 | al respect.
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.
46. | Approvafor garbage | Member Municipal Corporations | Within 60 days | Chairman,
disposal and sewage | Secretary Municipal Councils. on receipt of HPSPCB
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discharge in term of | Regional Nagar Panchayats | complete Member
grant of | Officer(s) Cantonment Boards. application in | Secretary,
Authorisation under | (SEE/EE/A all respect. HPSPCB
Solid Weaste | EE)

Management Rules,
2016 as amended
time to time.

60. | Registration/ Member Producer Brand Owner | Within 90 | Chairman,
Renewa  under Secretary Manufacturer Recycler. days on receipt | HPSPCB
Plastic Waste of  complete
(Management and application in
Handling)  Rules, all respect.

2016 and as
amended time to
time.

61. | Registration/Re- Regional Every manufacturer, | Within 120 | Member
newal under E- | Officer(s) producer, consumer, bulk | days on Secretary,
waste (Management | (SEE/EE/A | consumer, collection | receipt of HPSPCB
and Handling) | EE). centre, deders, eretailer, | complete
Rules, 2016 as refurbisher, dismantler and | application in
amended time to recycler  involved  in | al respect.
time. manufacture, sale,

transfer, purchase,
collection, storage and
processing of e-waste or
electrical and €eectronic
equipment listed in
Schedule-l of the Rules
ibid.
By order,
KAMLESH KUMAR PANT, IAS
Pr. Secretary (Env. ci. & Tech.).
fearad oo avedl faums
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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 Himacha Pradesh, Legidative 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 (Awar ds) 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. Ref. No. Petitioner Respondent Date of
No. Award/
Order
1. |9V19 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 Financia Corp., Shimla 05-11-2020
5. 133/19 Anka 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
356/16 Bhagat Ram D.F.O. Suket 13-11-2020
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. 1 91/2019
Date of Institution 1 01-8-2019
Date of Decision 1 02-11-2020

Shri Onkar Singh /o Shri Gagan Singh, r/o V.P.O. Dharoh, Tehsil Dharamshala, District
Kangra, H.P. ..Petitioner.

Versus

Director, M/s Rahegja Hydro Power Project, Ga-Il, 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,
Lega 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-11, 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 aleged 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
isentitled to from the above employer?’

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

“ &7 1397 1% Syviad (Ref. No. 91/2019)&I # 7 Ferrir @igay & Jidr 4vT Flaara)
¥ FHSIIGT &1 TIT &/ §¥ T TV 1597 |

3. In view of the above statement, this reference/claim petition is withdrawn as
compromised. Parties to bear their own costs.

4. Thereferenceis answered in the aforesaid terms.

5. A copy of this Award be sent to the appropriate Government for publication in the
officia 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 /o Shri Bhagat Ram, r/o Village Diara, P.O. Totarani, Tehsl
Dharamshala, District Kangra, H.P. ..Petitioner.
Versus

Director, M/s Rahga Hydro Power Project, Gg-ll, 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 /o Shri Bhagat Ram, r/o
Village Diara, P.O. Totarani, Tehsil Dharamshala, District Kangra, H.P. by the Director,
M/s Rahga Hydro Power Project, Ga-ll, 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, islega and justified? If not, what relief of service benefits and amount
of compensation the above aggrieved workman is entitted to from the above
employer/management?’

2. Thecaseislisted 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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“ &7 fear 1& Suviad (Ref. No. 183/2017) @7 ¥ 7 Ferr7 @igar § #iier 4T giaara) &
THFIGT & TIT &1 §9 ST TV [T W )

3. In view of the above statement, this reference/claim petition is withdrawn as
compromised. Parties to bear their own costs.

4. Thereferenceisanswered in the aforesaid terms.

5. A copy of this Award be sent to the appropriate Government for publication in the
officia gazette and the file after due completion be consigned to the Record Room.

Announced in the open Court today this3rd 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 /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 hasbeen received from the appropriate Government for
adjudication:—

“Whether alleged termination of services of Shri Sher Singh so 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 aong-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 aleged that the services of the
petitioner had been engaged as a beldar w.e.f. October, 1986 in HPPWD Sub Division Sulidi,
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 clamed that HPPWD Division Jassur was shifted/re-named as HPPWD
Division Jawali vide HP Government Notification No. PBW-(A)-A (1) 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
iSwas legal and justified as alleged? ..OPP.

2. Ifissue no.lis 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 aso 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 Dahousie 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 aso 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 till 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 isthe 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. RWL1/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. RWL/E is the copy of letter dated 19.8.1998 regarding posting of Smt. Kusum
Sharma as daily waged store clerk.

19. Ex. RWL/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 Shimlato The Superintending Engineer, 9th Circle, H.P. HPPWD, Nurpur relating to the
engagement of Store Clerk on daily waged basis.

21. Ex. RWY/H isthe copy of mandays chart pertaining to the petitioner.

22. Ex. RWY/I is the copy of working days chart of Smt. Kusum Lata working under
Banikhet Sub Division HPPWD Banikhet.

23. Ex. RW1/Jis 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, asit 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
finaly 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, | 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.l 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. Inthe 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 /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. Financia
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 areply 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. Beitrecorded herethat 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. Aganst 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.—

‘o 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
counsdl 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. Fina 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. 1to 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. VVolunteered 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
specificaly 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 aso 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. Conversdly, Shri K.C. Rana, Assistant Genera Manager testified as RW1. In his
affidavit ExX. RWL/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 aso 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 isthe 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.ef. 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 casua 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 aive 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. g8 fo fgda ued &) AP &1 dF % R dR W e T 81 o9 d&
JfeRrger &1 S wHRy oy fakiy e Sfafem 1951 @ ORT 29 @ IENE ey A9 &
ST AT BT Heoll Alfeld DI arfod Fel fhar ST, SEUgol & T8 §dhls &I FHR]
fasma 8 @& QR uwarq fgda U & Wi |ard |@Asll RN, a8t g8 W quse e
ST ® o fgda uer &) qad dad siferTeer wwll @ faha 8@ a1 SHET deoll Alfeld
DI QUE 21 far Sar 9% & AIAd &, S9a ygANq fgdid Uel BT UIH ueT O fhul
UbR BT STaT 8] BT |

478 & goM der @I Ui e R 8RN fF fgcfi uer @1 Jari i1 +fl 99 R |oham 2 |
Il srferser @1 78 TRy & f[9%a 4 ugel 9|
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7. I8 & fgd uer @1 Fgfaa g fa<ia e afefs 1951 @7 9R1 29 & 31l ool
H ol T 3PS DI & g R 2 SRR AR R |Hsl SR, Jor 98 Rgfaa feHrad
yow focia fem # @ 8 fgfad == A SRl |

IE I U TSl feAid 8—-3—1995 BT I Wall <1 A foram €, T §9 W EKIER PR
faar g

17. As dready 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/l. Taking into account the terms and conditions of the
engagement of the petitioner as well as the evidence available on the file, | 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(00) (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. Hisclaim isfallacious.

19. Theseissues 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 1 07-11-2020

Shri Ankg Verma /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. Anka Verma s/o Sh. Roshan L4, 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. isjustified? If yes, to
what amount of pending wages, earned leave, retrenchment compensation and notice pay
along with interest or compensation, heis entitled?’

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

“ &7 [T 1 9V glaard) W@ wasiar 8 737 8/ % guviad Ref. No.133/19 &) 7 gorrr
FET § §¥ G TV BT 7Td |

3. In view of the above statement, this reference/claim petition is withdrawvn as
compromised. Parties to bear their own costs.

4. Thereferenceisanswered in the aforesaid terms.

5. A copy of this Award be sent to the appropriate Government for publication in the
officia 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 1 06-7-2017
Date of Decision 1 12-11-2020
Shri Harish Kumar /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 /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 legad
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. Infurtherance 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 aleged? ..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. Theredfter, 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.



ST, feHTere Ueel, 22 HIE, 2021 /1 93, 1942 447
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
comefirst go’. Heisan 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. RWL/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 Rgj, Radha Krishan and others had worked with the petitioner. Self
stated that Sh. Het Ram s/o0 Sh. Paras Ram, Hans Rgj, Het Ram s/o0 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 aso admitted that all the aforestated
workers were engaged for seasona 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 avail able with the department.

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

14. It isthe 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 makesit crysta
clear that the petitioner was initialy 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 thislegal position, | am at aloss 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 caendar year of his engagement. The mandays chart
Ex.RW1/B clarifies that the petitioner had not worked even for asingle 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
actualy 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 alapse 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 aleged to have started giving him fictional breaks in service. The fact that the
petitioner remained tight lipped and complacent about his right for such along period without any
protest speaks volumes about the truthfulness and veracity of his clam. 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 pleawas 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
Sngh vs. The Sate 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 Sate 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) aleging that the
workman had abandoned the servicesis 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 daysin agiven 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 seria no. 40 to 131 of the seniority list ExX.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 aso
seasona 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, | 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 alegation 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 alegation 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 a& 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 fina 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 hisillegal 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. Thisissueisaccordingly decided in favour of the petitioner and against the respondent.
Relief:

31. For dl 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 hisillegal 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 1 27-5-2016
Date of Decision 1 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 hasbeen 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 legd
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 lega
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. Infurtherance 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 serviceswere 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 aso
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.ef. 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 iswasillegal and unjustified, asalleged? ..OPP.

2. Ifissue no.lis 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, asalleged? ..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 N0.3 : 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 fictiond
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'.
Heisan 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 daysin 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. RWL/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
seria no.40 to 131 in Ex.P-X, which isissued 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 Rgj, Het Ram /0 Sh. Dhani Ram, Desh Rgj, 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 fictiona breaks to the petitioner. He specifically
admitted that even today work is available with the department.

14. Ex. RW1/B isthe copy of mandays chart relating to the petitioner.

15. Ex. RWL1/C is the copy of notification dated 28.4.2009 regarding introduction of
Bill/Tender system for al works.

16. Itisthe 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 makesit 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 iswell settled that if afact goes unrebutted on record, the same can be taken
as admitted by the other side. In view of thislegal position, | am at aloss 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 breaksin 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. Theinstant 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 aleged to have started giving him fictional breaks in service. The fact that the
petitioner remained tight lipped and complacent about his right for such along 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 aleged 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, | have no hesitation to conclude that no artificial/fictiona
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 1 27-5-2016
Date of Decision 1 13-11-2020
Shri Bhagat Ram s/o Shri Dhirgg Ram, r/o V.P.O. Baag, 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 Dhirgj Ram,
r/o V.P.O. Baag, 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 lega
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.ef. 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 dailly 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’wasillegal and unjustified, as alleged? ..OPP.

2. Ifissue no.lis 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, asaleged? ..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. Theredfter, 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

IssueNo.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 al'so denied that he used to
work of his own free will. Further, he denied that the department had never given him fictiona
breaks. He specifically denied that no juniors to him were kept at work by the department. He al'so
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'.
Heisan 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. RW1L/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
seria no. 40 to 131 in Ex.P-X, which isissued 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 Rqgj,
Radha Krishan and others had worked with the petitioner. Self stated that Sh. Het Ram s/o Sh.
Paras Ram, Hans Rgj, Het Ram /0 Sh. Dhani Ram, Desh Rgj, 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 isthe 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 al works.

15. It isthe 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 aso
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 iswell settled that if afact goes un-rebutted on record, the same can be taken
as admitted by the other side. In view of thislegal position, | am at aloss 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 artificia/fictional breaks were provided to
him by the respondent/employer wrongly and illegally.

18. Theinstant 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 aleged to have started giving him fictional breaks in service. The fact that the
petitioner remained tight lipped and complacent about his right for such along period without any
protest speaks volumes about the truthfulness and veracity of his clam. 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 recelved from the appropriate government regarding the aleged 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, | have no hesitation to conclude that no artificial/fictiona

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.l 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.  TheManager, 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 hasbeen 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.ef. 15-08-2014 (as
alleged by workman) by (i) the Managing Director, Amartex Industries Limited, 365,
Amartex House, Industria Area, Phase-1, 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, islegal 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:

“ &7 197 [& AT Syvigda &7 (Ref. No. 10/2019) # gfaard) & wrer wHgiiar & a7
g/ ¥ glaardt @ full & final settlement @7 vawr & 24,000/- 9% g% ve=yr “ 193800
& w7 F a7 1,000/- $UF THG 5T HY 7 F /T H FF P B 3 T FqATA
FIET § | §¥ qIfger qEw far od ]

3. In view of the above statement, this reference/claim petition is withdrawn as
compromised . Parties to bear their own costs.

4. Thereferenceis 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.

fearaa u<wr faum= i afare

Rrci—4, 20 |19, 2021

& fAowo—fgga—asie / 1-8 /2021 —R9=al ucw fdu w91 &1 ufhar vd @R
ared e, 1973 @ 99 140 @ Iraeid fRATEe ucer fafanT (Weaie 4) e, 2021
(2021 &1 fode Awgied 4) S el fedAle 20 #d, 2021 & fearaa ucw faeme wwr o
QR &1 bl 8, FAAIRT Bl Gl I60x H Jfad H 2g Uvd fHar Siar ¢ |

FXARIRT / —
(Tremred),

2o qoﬁm:rwi



9462 IoTu=, fedree uewr, 22 96, 2021 /1 99, 1942
2021 BT A9Td AHib 4

fRvrae ww fafar (Henis 4) fadas, 2021

US| BT HH

1. Gferg 9 3R URwT |

2. fedrad uewr g @) dfad [Af § 9 foxig 99 2021—2022 & forw 35,34,84,77,71,000
Pl T SIRY HRAT |

3. faferamT |

2021 &1 faErs AT 4
fRwrae v fafar (e 4) fadas, 2021
(e w1 % Reenfud w9 )

o= a9 2021—2022 & foIg f2HTeret Uer 59 &1 Aia [ 3 9 A9l & oy Siaud
JARIRMEN & Had BT WRIEHd d 3R 39T fAfanT o & forg fada |

YR RS & d8kd 9 H fRamaed uew foum 9w grr fa=foRed w9 & g
sfafafaa -

1. 9t 9 R yRe—(1) 39 ffmm @ Wit 9w fREme wewr fafrm
(e 4) IS, 2021 B |

(2) I U AU, 2021 DI AN BN |

2. e udw v @ <dfag A # 9 i ad 20212022 @ forw
%5,34,84,77,71,000 B XIRT SN HRAL— A Yol 1oy @l Afed [ § 4 /gl & qai
W H faffde o omfte a-RIRrr 9@ 9T oda 5,34,84,77,71,000 ((RUF E9IR IR Al
RN PRIS, FAETR g IR SHEIR 89R BUY) &, o 3R SUARTd &1 g, ST faxirg
Ty 2021—2022 B AR H IFHA & fgdm W™ A AT el IR wboEl o aRftd
A= J9RT & | B o & oy SUART fHAT ST |

3. A —ssa sfdfe gnr fRama uew = @ G ﬁr@f ¥ ¥ ¥ed 3R
mﬁﬁaﬂﬁE%mmféwwf?@aﬂwaéa%Wﬂﬁaﬂ?ﬁ Jffierad Hamil 3R
ol & fore fAafe T fear s |
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4. A &R agRi—F=faRea affds [t siefesl o1 gage™ Frad

fopar Sram 7, e —

(i) fRorae wewr fafanT srfSfeam, 2020; @M= 2020 @7 4) iR

(i) fearaa oo fafanT (Feis 2) rfSf==H, 2020; (2020 &7 5) |
R VT R FefeiRad &1 waifad T8 dem—

(@) foot o= o= rfafafafoal & owifad @81 ovm e R sfafafafa @
an], wffed ar ffdse fear T & &

(@) Ygel B TS AT s el 91 AT Ul | Iffoid AT IWA (AT AHR, gh, qregar
I ST Al IFD vy # Bl Iu=R A1 HRIaArE a1 fewr Skor, A, ST,
T, J9 A1 ART 9 PIs FAMEE I IHET I Ugel o Agaq bl afagfd ar
AT 9d &R a1 910 & Fag d fAfemrgdn, sffemradr, SHa yd a1 gRemsE W)

UYTg TSl STl AT

M fafr & folt Rrgra a1 e a1 enfia sfteIRar, ifaed @& wReu a1 oed,
ggfa a1 wferar a1 faeme fRwifeR, fd=m, e, g a1 Fyfed ) T8 o =@
g8, 39a gRT FRAAT el sfafaffa grr sod a1 S99 fadl AT 9 g, a1

I g1 aat 7 B Al

(Er)ﬂﬁm,qﬂw,é@,mw,mmmwﬁuﬁﬁﬂﬁm@?ﬁ@mﬁnﬁmaﬁ
S aTell fhddl 3M Rars WX A8 U SR Ul Fud
mﬂmaﬂiaﬁa%ww%,sﬁ?,maﬁ?@ W%,WW

rffafafern s e grr PRRia & 7 & 12 81
T
©RT 2 3R 3 <)
AT 3R TSI f=feRaa fRral & e™fd®
fagm 991 g1 | dfEa A w® Eas|
A AR
T4 &l 3+
2 3 4 5
faemT ar NSS! 41,80,11,000 1,07,51,000 42,87,62,000
(EGﬁTFH) 3,05,00,000 3,05,00,000
H?‘\;ﬁ qﬁq—c{ 4R (ToTE) 17,05,43,000 8,18,21,000 25,23,64,000
RIBECNINE] SSES) 1,91,98,87,000 55,68,44,000 2,47,67,31,000
(H\Gﬁ"'l_cf) 4,17,00,000 4,17,00,000
A 92 (ToTE) 2,58,43,85,000 14,56,92,000 2,73,00,77,000
(H\Gﬁ"'l_cf) 11,19,00,000 11,19,00,000
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12,98,70,46,000
13,68,00,000
97,35,14,000
5,00,00,000
15,50,82,72,000
67,54,00,000
70,87,45,31,000
91,38,01,000
24,15,88,60,000
92,66,00,000
37,33,34,98,000

13,11,97,00,000

3,81,39,41,000
88,82,95,000
3,70,46,02,000
14,68,12,000
26,49,52,57,000
7,55,24,00,000
4,00,24,04,000
9,52,09,000
72,11,73,000

4,71,14,00,000

7,10,40,62,000
11,30,00,000
31,52,49,000
75,00,000
1,74,21,07,000

31,84,01,000

12,33,62,94,000
8,36,00,000
11,03,60,38,000
59,00,000
34,93,42,000
2,00,000
1,86,17,13,000
1,58,00,000

1,000

12,98,70,46,000
13,68,00,000
97,35,14,000
5,00,00,000
15,50,82,72,000
67,54,00,000
70,87,45,31,000
91,38,01,000
24,15,88,60,000
92,66,00,000
37,33,34,98,000

13,11,97,00,000

3,81,39,41,000
88,82,95,000
3,70,46,02,000
14,68,12,000
26,49,52,58,000
7,55,24,00,000
4,00,24,04,000
9,52,09,000
72,11,73,000

4,71,14,00,000

7,10,40,62,000
11,30,00,000
31,52,49,000
75,00,000
1,74,21,07,000
31,84,01,000
12,33,62,94,000
8,36,00,000
11,03,60,38,000
59,00,000
34,93,42,000
2,00,000
1,86,17,13,000
1,58,00,000
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23 |faga faer ()| 2,69,98,92,000 2,69,98,92,000
(goird)|  2,65,11,00,000 2,65,11,00,000
24 |ggoT Ud o@d (o) 25,75,87,000 25,75,87,000
T (g 30,00,000 30,00,000
25 |Ie®h IR Td (o) 2,48,74,14,000 2,48,74,14,000
EICER (geird)|  1,10,55,00,000 1,10,55,00,000
26 |qed iR AR (o) 1,17,53,34,000 1,17,53,34,000
e (@ei)|  5,78,39,01,000 5,78,39,01,000
27 |5, ISR (IR (R1oTa) 3,06,11,11,000 3,06,11,11,000
wfreroT (goiTa) 83,35,00,000 83,35,00,000
28 mﬁzﬁm TR [ISTE) 6,32,84,40,000 6,32,84,40,000
Er_jﬂ mwg At (geird)|  1,81,82,00,000 1,81,82,00,000
29 |fa= (o) | 72,03,57,69,000| 50,17,56,66,000| 1,22,21,14,35,000
(qoiTar) 19,77,51,000| 53,33,51,13,000|  53,53,28,64,000
30 |ffty 9w Qo) 93,68,13,000 93,68,13,000
NEI (g 16,67,00,000 16,67,00,000
31 |SFedE &F RoE)|  16,64,21,30,000 16,64,21,30,000
o™ SRFT (Gofor)|  5,74,14,00,000 5,74,14,00,000
32 |3Qgfyd  Sifd (ReTE@)|  20,25,46,95,000 20,25,46,95,000
o™ #EFT (o) | 16,00,59,99,000 16,00,59,99,000
e (RTorE@)| 3,66,28,99,14,000| 50,97,07,75,000| 4,17,26,06,89,000
(o] 64,25,19,69,000| 53,33,51,13,000| 1,17,58,70,82,000
FA SIS 4,30,54,18,83,000| 1,04,30,58,88,000| 5,34,84,77,71,000

S R BRON BT BT

g fa¥g®, MRG & WU & 3108 204 & WS (1) & STgARY ¥ fRAMS Ue I

B A [ § ¥ ORI 99 2021—22 & U RAMES Uew WRGR & JFAG FAT & T o
Afa [ w® paiRd i iR 9 991 R S99d IR 1 Bl [T AR & Ty srufera oA
@ fAf i &1 U a_e @ forw Rvenfid 7 |

GISEERE

T, 2021

(STa N ITER)
q& 47 |
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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 T 5,34,84,77,71,000 out of the Consolidated Fund of the State of
Himachal Pradesh for the financial year 2021-2022.

4. Appropriation.

4. Reped 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 Sate of Himachal Pradesh for the services for the financial year 2021-2022.

BE it enacted by the Legidative Assembly of Himachal Pradesh in the Seventy-second Y ear
of the Republic of India as follows.—

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

(2) It shall comeinto force on thefirst day of April, 2021.

2. Issueof asum 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
(Rupess 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 financia year 2021-2022 in respect of the services and purposes specified in column (2) of THE
SCHEDULE.
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namely.—

3. Appropriation—.The sums authorized to be paid and applied from and out of the
Consolidated Fund of the State of Himacha Pradesh by this Act shall be appropriated for the
services and purposes expressed in THE SCHEDULE inrelation to the said year.

4.

Repeal and savings—The Appropriation Acts specified below are hereby repealed,

(i) TheHimachal Pradesh Appropriation Act, 2020 (Act No. 4 of 2020).

(ii) The Himachal Pradesh Appropriation (Number 2) Act, 2020 (Act No. 5 of 2020)

(@

(b)

(d)

Provided that such repeal shall not,—

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

affect the validity, invaidity, 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

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

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 Services and purposes Sums not exceeding
d No. Voted by the Charged on the Total
Legidative Consolidated
Assembly Fund
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 (Revenue) 17,05,43,000 8,18,21,000 25,23,64,000
Ministers
3 | Administration of (Revenue) 1,91,98,87,000 55,68,44,000 2,47,67,31,000
Justice (Capital) 4,17,00,000 4,17,00,000
4 | Generd (Revenue) 2,58,43,85,000 14,56,92,000 2,73,00,77,000
Administration (Capital) 11,19,00,000 11,19,00,000




9468 o0, fRATad UQw, 22 /™, 2021 /1 OF, 1942
5 | Land Revenueand (Revenue) | 12,98,70,46,000 12,98,70,46,000
District ,
Administration (Capital) 13,68,00,000 13,68,00,000
6 | Excise and (Revenue) 97,35,14,000 97,35,14,000
Taxation (Capital) 5,00,00,000 5,00,00,000
7 | Police and Allied (Revenue) | 15,50,82,72,000 15,50,82,72,000
Organisations (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 | Hedth and Family (Revenue) | 24,15,88,60,000 24,15,88,60,000
Welfare (Capital) 92,66,00,000 92,66,00,000
10 | Public ~ Works- (Revenue) | 37,33,34,98,000 37,33,34,98,000
Roads, Bridges .
and Buildings (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 (Revenue) | 26,49,52,57,000 1,000 | 26,49,52,58,000
Supply .
Sanitation (Capital) | 7,55,24,00,000 7,55,24,00,000
14 | Animal (Revenue) | 4,00,24,04,000 4,00,24,04,000
Husbandry, Dairy
Development and  (Capital) 9,52,09,000 9,52,09,000
Fisheries
15 | Planning and (Revenue) 72,11,73,000 72,11,73,000
Backward  Area
Development (Capital) | 4,71,14,00,000 4,71,14,00,000
Programme
16 | Forest and Wild (Revenue) | 7,10,40,62,000 7,10,40,62,000
Life (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, (Revenue) | 1,74,21,07,000 1,74,21,07,000
Mineras, Supplies
and  Information  (Cgpital) 31,84,01,000 31,84,01,000
Technology
19 | Social Justice and (Revenue) | 12,33,62,94,000 12,33,62,94,000
Empowerment (Capital) 8,36,00,000 8,36,00,000
20 | Rural (Revenue) | 11,03,60,38,000 11,03,60,38,000
Development (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 (Revenue) 1,86,17,13,000 1,86,17,13,000
Supplies (Capital) 1,58,00,000 1,58,00,000
23 | Power (Revenue) 2,69,98,92,000 2,69,98,92,000
Development (Capital) 2,65,11,00,000 2,65,11,00,000
24 | Printing and (Revenue) 25,75,87,000 25,75,87,000
Stationery (Capital) 30,00,000 30,00,000
25 | Road and Water (Revenue) 2,48,74,14,000 2,48,74,14,000
Transport (Capital) 1,10,55,00,000 1,10,55,00,000
26 | Tourism and Civil (Revenue) 1,17,53,34,000 1,17,53,34,000
Aviation (Capital) |  5,78,39,01,000 5,78,39,01,000
27 | Labour, (Revenue) |  3,06,11,11,000 3,06,11,11,000
Employment and .
Training (Capital) 83,35,00,000 83,35,00,000
28 | Urban (Revenue) 6,32,84,40,000 6,32,84,40,000
Development,
Town and Country .
Planning and (Capital) 1,81,82,00,000 1,81,82,00,000
Housing
29 |Finance (Revenue)| 72,03,57,69,000f 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 (Revenue) 93,68,13,000 93,68,13,000
General Sarvices | ital) 16,67,00,000 16,67,00,000
31 |Triba Area (Revenue)| 16,64,21,30,000 16,64,21,30,000
Development .
Programme | (Capital)|  5,74,14,00,000 5,74,14,00,000
32 |Scheduled Caste§ (Revenue)| 20,25,46,95,000 20,25,46,95,000
Development .
Programme (Capita)| 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)] 64,2519,69,000] 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 OBJECTSAND REASONS

This Bill isintroduced in pursuance of clause (1) of article 204 of the Congtitution 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 Legidlative Assembly in respect of the estimated expenditure of
the Government of Himachal Pradesh for the financia year 2021-2022.

SHIMLA:

The

March, 2021.

(JAI RAM THAKUR)

Chief Minister.
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9 3[eTeld e dedleleR Ud Wed HAgd! fgarg Ao, g1, e sirst

(fRo o)
et <o : 03 /S0 THO /2021 TIRIg UelY : 08—04—2021
£ XM T g 30 AR @ ST XM gF A1 R, Ta gEsyR, SIhER FHR, d8did SR,
fStetr wiTeT, f2o vo et |
ERIG|
SIEAVEGI gt |

AT — ol —u3 A/ ORI IO RBTS 919d RIS @I F0 163, WA H0 234, FART 0
1146—1147—1148, T 3, IPbaT TATGTAI 00—40—01 B0 HI0, TG A 2015—16 ATHAT
HETe g HISl G, dedld $aNl, 5Tel HiTel, 20 9o |

SWIFT fava | e wreia—ud Ugd dxd gd uredl il IM a9 g3 80 3R @ Sd
M gF &1 A, M gESR, SIHER TR, TEUId gaRI, Tl wiTel, 2o Wo 7 e fhar '
5 98 Saa 4 &1 e Afeid 8 3R Hidl TR H1ed SRl 8 ofdd @rar Ho 163, WdMl 0
234, GAT 0 1146—1147—1148, f< 3, YT TTRTQT 00—40—01 20 HI0, THME=I AT 2015—16
qIHAT HETd @ Al oA, dedld a1, [T HivTs), o Yo STTed A1l # IHdhI 9 M
A gF A AR @ ST /M gF A R, A gES YR, STHER TR, el R ISSIRCIRS
fRo w0 # Tord ol B faIr A T S T © 1 WS AT IHAT qdfdd A W <GS
EIEN @ ST 3 g 2 f&g, M YESYR, STheR FHR, Tedlel g, fS7ell Hivrer, 8o wo

2| RTa®! ol &Red WHT Addiad H IFHT Fel 49 31 M <™ gF 3 4R @ SHTd ¥ g
Y faq, fovam <ma |

3 T TR N FIA™RY /M Sl & Gad fbar Sram 8 6 Saa favg 4
R hed H GHET AlfBdd § 79 B GORI B IR Bl AR BT B TaR1eT 81 o 98
IATATT IT Thleldd fa-id 08—04—2021 DI UTd: 10.00 g7 IfETTd SO H BIOR B =T

e W FIaR M SRATS sd H E S |

M feTh 08—03—2021 BT TR BN T HIex IfeTald dfed W fhar Tam |

AER | SATEIRT / —
TERIS FHTRdl fgda of,
g, Rt wivrsT (fRo o) |

9 3gTaAd S AW WwY, A1 deUIdaR d BRIGR! qUSIRIPRI, HIRAT,
fStett @ieTsT (fR0 Ho)

gebeAT 0 : /2021 amRg Uell : 12—04—2021

3 7% XM A YA A GRIAT XM, aril g g STRER Rl IR, SU—dgdiel HaRHl,
7T FiTeT (20 W0) el |
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SIERCE| BRIGEIE

v ——<1=1 T g uoiiaxvr Affa, 1969 @1 URT 13(3) & d8d & UoHHRUT &g Uri=—u+ |

s A M Y gF 50 GRIAT M, IR T 9 STHER HET R, SU-dsdlel 9arRHT,
e ®iITeT (fRo Wo) =1 9 1aTeld # UAT-Ua #Y & gl UY $HRd gU AMhed (Ha1 § &
S fedia fUar gRaar ™ g3 s &1 <8l falh 12—12—1986 I T B, UH G
gR, SU—de¥idl HaRAT, ST HiTer (30 o) H 83l © U= AT IHD! JG BT USH bRl
R I UArd SfWeld § F $HRar™m 7 & | o1 wiefl 39 < el @& Aresd | 3+ fedra
O 1 GG BT USNBROT B BT AT T TR =R DI SIRT BRI A8 & |

31ct: wrefl T aTde ¥WIBR PR §U $H SIABR H! GGl g UM §RT 39 STl Pl
qroa fear orar & 6 afe fodr aafda ar dven & Sad gRaar M g3 s & gy fafr
12—12—1986 & USHRU R Pl Sk Td UaRTol & Al 98 ITeias a1 Jableldd ang U
12—04—2021 I BIGR AT BIPR AUYAT JoR G YaRTST U B Fehall o | 91G aRg Ul foar
fPeT BT IOR T QRIS T8l g1 ST 9 SWRIad W0 JRIAT I gF s @ gg Aty @
GSITARUT R Bl JATQT IU—IHR TSR, S g Jg, IM Uaad J=R &I UiRd & faar
ST |

IUE FYATR W TWIER g HIER AT ¥ 31T fQA1dh 08—03—2021 BT SIRI BT |

AER | FEIRT / —
HRIBNT TUSTRIHNT
HARAT, STt Bwivrer (f2ovo) |

9 3ETad SN AW WeU, A1 de9IdaR d GRIGRT GUSIRIGRI, HIRAT,

e it (R0 W0)
qHEAT [0 © /2021 g Ul : 12-04—2021
3 7% XM A YA A GRIT XM, aril T g STRER Rl IR, SU—dgdial HaRHl,
fStetr @it (20 Uo) el |
EEIT]
SIEAVERI) BEINEIS

v —S 9 & USRI A, 1969 B €RT 13(3) & Ted I USRI T UTAT—u |

%ﬁﬂ?ﬁwgaga%ﬁg@mw,aﬂﬁwzrsmw Bl IR, SU—edel HaR,
Rrerm @it (RO qo)ﬁgﬁwﬁmﬁm—wwwm gh] U Pl gqalqcmm%‘ﬁ?
SHD! fadwd A AT <dl 9ol gReAT I $1 <@ IS 10-10-1998 BT A(G P, T
TR G, SU—dgdiel 9aRel, rar wirsT (o Wo) H gor ® uRw] A SHD! g Bl
GONRYT AR I Uarid el # 9 dxarn 1 § ) o Uil 59 [y & ArdE 4
3T eI AT BT HG BT USIBRUT PR BT ATQY AH GARIT =R Bl SR HRAMT AT8T © |
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31d: Ureil @I ATdeT WhR BRA §U 59 $IABR A ARl G SRUNN gRT M ST
gad fear o g 6 afe fodl afda ar e & o 7941 <dl uehl GRaar ¥ a1 7
10—10—1998 & TolIhRU] IR Dlg SO Ud TRl 8 d I8 3Teld- IT dhloldd dRRg
12—04—2021 BT BIIR AT BIHR ATAT SOk G YaRTol UL B Fehall o | 918 amrg U=
fhe BT ISR Ud YaRTSl 1 g1 S 9 SURIGT W0 A1 <dl Il GRedm I &1 7Y
Pl USIBROT BT B AR ST GSllbR, STH g &, T AR J=R P UIRT PR
SITQAT |

8

§3923

I8 TIBR N BRIER g HIER 37Teld A 3ol f&ld 08—03—2021 Pl SRI §aTT |

AER | FARIRT / —
PRIBN] TUSTIEBT,

aRHT, [T divrer (fRowo) |

g 3T e aHTsdl fgdig Siof, dedial gfvsdl, forar sirsT (fRo Jo)
@ 0 : 01/NT /2021 TRIG U : 08—04—2021

S FNT <dl gl A =g, el @' Tdrs, dion e, Jede gitsal, e
BiTeT (20 Wo) |

ERIR|

SATH ST1dT

AT JHEAT——TH GO |

e il &l <dl Uil faf =s, el |Jera gars, don e, e g,
STt @irer (fRo 9o) <1 W IURYT BIeR URAT—ua oIl U a1 © b IHHI 1 o
HRTSTT H I <l gl faf g g9l 8, Sdfh MR dre d I BTSN § SHdB] A1 I
TN B IOy A <d T B AT ® QT ST A 8 OM & BRU S8 fadddl Bl
AHAT HRAT € BT 7| o1 wifehar &7 g ® fb SWigd aftfa #grel & Iora sffier #
SHRT A I <4l SYH 9 <41 g1 fafer o< gt foar Simo |

31 AR Bl GAdIs B IR $eAB8R G F&I GG g1 Gfad Bar mar & o
3 M ERN @ A H Bl UBR @1 IOR/UARS B 98 fQAie 08—04—2021 &I
IATATH I ThIAdT U BIBY AOAT TARIST Gl HRAl Fhdl ©| SHd SR dls a7
SOR / TaRTS SR FAAT - B8R 9T 9rieiar sl aarai <dt gl fafdr =, el 981d adiis,
AieTT e, TJedile gosal, [ TS (20 W0) &7 T ISR 3Af¥elkg Held ddls & Sfveld
H o <@ ST I <) gl fafY T oS BRE & ey uiRd #R I SR |

31Tl faie 09—03—2021 BT WX EXIER T HIER AaTeld A SIRI §aAT |

AR | EAEIRd / —,
WERIS aHTEd! fadrg siofl,
dedier gfvsai, ftem swiret (fRo o) |
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9 3reTad A A SHare, feowodo, faarg doiaxur Aftier), o1, Su—Jved 7T,
fStet ®iRTsT (fR0 Wo)

1. A AR Y 33 a9 YF Afe=s Rig, MO 79 uadl, STeper R, dedid oRd,
fS7etr iTe, fedrae gaw |

2. G AP 29 qY YA QU RMO, FERN A AelgS, SIHER HHE, dedld GRI, el
HiTeT, fedrae ueer| - greffaToT |

M ST - yfoarar |

3 AT DI Frrd fhar SIrar 2 b wefiRror e 9 &1 94 39 <ared H [qdrg uoiiaron
PRATT BT JMTdE fhAT T | 3T 39 SITSR §RT 3H SHAT T SURIGT JMMda-dhal & HaI—dr bl
39 98 @& USaRoT aN UaRTSl 81 df f&id 05—04—2021 AT SHA Yd UK 10 9ol ddb o9
RTRATTT § MIRT T HRAT Ahd & | 39 [T & 975 PIg SoR WHR T8l fHam SR |

M feTTd 03—03—2021 BT TN SN Td A 3STad gNT NI fohar T |

AR | FXRIRT / —
faare gofiaxor S,

IRT, ST—Hvsa fR1, e diRTeT, fRAre ue9r |

¥ J_TT 31 A AT YA, T4 TeUIdaR Ud W8NS qArsdl fgara Siof,
g, foretm swier (Ro o)

Tt o - IRRT U : 08—04—2021

1.l Horg< A g &N a4 T, AR qror), dedid gRT, e wirst (fBovo)

2. SRl e <t g SN e aws, ardl \vs ol aedia s, e sier
(fRomo) - ygreffRroT |

SIEENE

v ——grei—u5 SR gRT 8(4) BTae ucwr faare usfiawor srfaf e, 1996.

arRiifToT 3 gora R YA Al a9 O, Faril A#oRn, g 3R, AT SISl
(fRowo) T siwell e <t g1 o yaprer =vs, MOl #oe Aol dedia g1, [T Sirs]
(fBowo) =1 wreAT—ux WA R 8¢ e fBar 2 & I9a@r faae fafr 09—11—2021 &1 a4
TR AIORT & el H ol 7 & Sl &0l (bl iy |
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3T 39 STATR IOUF & RT FAARIRY &I Jfod fhar Sier & & Saa faare dofiavon

A IR B aAfdd @1 BIs W TaRIT 8 A 98 ITerdT AT dbledad faidh 08—04—2021 Pl
UTd: 10.00 g9 ASTold 8ol H SURIT BIhx 3MUYAT TYRTST U HR Fhdl 8| I Uil U9 o
M B YR ¥ AdT8 BT ISR SR B IS IR SR QY G |

M feTd 09—03—2021 BT TR SRR T HIex JISTald afed o fhar a7 |

AER | BIETR / —
g TedeeR Ud 9erid adedl fgarg oft,
g1, 7 ®irer (Ro wo) |

¥ I7cTeld Head wersal WM vl FRAvs, fSter e (Ro vo)

fOTell I® ST I= YF ofid ¥, Fardl @, Bl g4, dedid FRAvs, [Serm goo)
(fRo wo) |

EEIE

SATH ST1dT

fawg —<Tora Rars § M THRIT BT IR 3MIGT—UF |

(2o 0) 71 U URIT—ud 99Y TUY—UF S M & AT [N © & ¥R M IS HHETId H
DA TT Tl B, I o fMTT & Rare WIS 9, UeaR g oredr # fonrell &<f 81 13
| R # govd axe [ITell S% $are o= €1 Io1 AT @redl & |

3d: 39 S¥ABR NI WAWMRU SiFal 9 fRads fddl o gfaa fear omar g &
IWET M B GO B IR (Bl I BT PIS SMURT & dI 98 &b 08—04—2021 BT AT
AN Ud SEEWIEN & AH 3T d ddblelad SURT BIBx YT JATART TS B FhdT o |
% gTEd Bls Al UARTS BIfdel FHRIT 81 8N OAT Ade+d—ua W NIHgR Hriar] e
H offg e |

31TST &I 06—03—2021 DI WX BXIER g HIBR AJaTeld GRI NI §aTT |

AR | FXATEIRT / —
TEG AHIEAT TAH 7,
dedia FRAvs, RTar eel (fRo o) |

g saTea off fEca Algae, TEdIeeR 1@ diaN SUSIUGRI, FHoc,
ISEIESS K ERED)

&9 [0 : 11/ME/T/2021

SN B FAR gF o AN 9, AR Ta A9, STeER YR, dgdid 9 R qoe)
(fRo wo) |
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ST AT <4l g 1 ue ore, fardt i el dedie g [l geeg (Bo vo)
- grefiToT |

SILACERIT - yfraTEToT |
fawg —urefAr—u= SR gRT 8(4) f20 o IRTLIHRUT f, 2004 faare GoliaRoT IR |

SRIFT AT | TRTor SIRIad | 59 7eTad § - U9 fhar © 6 S=iF fedis
08—12—2019 &I fag AfT-—Ra & IFAR I ol # wdl &R off § iR a9 & aH
-9l & ®U H I8d Fel AT 2 & IR Ui §RT (YT RS BT $alol qwd gargd
TSl HRArT B |

3 WAARIRY 9 WI—AHR] P 39 3IAER §RT G fbar rar © & fdr 1 aafaq
P SWRIFT YrIRTor P TS BT ARG AT & IMfAerg H gl dRA gR Pls SoR g YaRTol
8l Al 9% i 09—04—2021 BT Jag 10.00 oI T $AY Yd AT IT dhleia BITOR AFaTerd

9T BB ITAT SoR T ARl U B Ihdl 2 | 9P SURIT Dl ¥ SoR T TR UTd 9 8
B JRA H MR A TS BRI B Qe UIRG BR QU SIG |

3151 &I 06—03—2021 DI WX BXIER g HIBR JaTeld GIR1 SIRI §aTT |

AER | g AEdd,

dedloleR Ud BRIBNI SUSTEIhNI,

foc], FoTet geeg (fRo o) |

9 3fcTed 4 AFRd Aigdd, deUIeeR U4 SRIGN SUSIRI®NI, Hoc,
re goe] (fRo o)

&9 F0 : 10/ME/T/2021

s el I g3 0 @ IM, a7 9Ren, STeER 3Ruvs], dgdld 9 RTer dqogf
(fRo wo) |

ST STetm <d1 g1 i < 95, MOl M9 HARCS!, T[HER I, dedid g Rfar Ave)
(fRo o) - grefiToT |

SILACERIT ~ gfcardor |
T — e T—u5 SR aRT 8(4) f2o W0 IRTRLIHRUT f9H, 2004 fIaTE USHaHROT a1 |

SRIFT AT | U1iRTor SIRIad = 59 I7eTad § ued=—u= U9 fhar @ & S=iv fedie
15—05—2015 &I fE=g fF—Rarsl & IR WIF R H AR B ol § R d9 F QA
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Ifd—Ue & ®U H @A dol AT 3@ T R URANTUT §RT Ul WMET BT g8 Fd garia |
TE HRaT T |

3A: AAARIRYT 9 WI—AHR] P 39 3IAER §RT Grd fBar Srar © & {6 1 aafaq
P SURIGT YIIRToT B IS BT THERIT AT B ARG H ol B gR PIs SoiR T YIRS
g a1 a8 fQT7id 09—04—2021 B JFIg 10.00 T AT TAH Yd JFATATH AT IHTAdT SR MRTAd

9T BIHR NUAT SoR g TARTST U9 HR Fhdl & | $HD SR PIs I SR g TaRIoT UTed | 8
BRI A FRIAGAR TME &9 B & 3ee UiRd aR QU S |

31Tt faie 06—03—2021 BT WX EXIER T HIBR ATl GIRT STRI 3T |

ATER | g AEdd,
TR Ud BRIGR] USSR,
doc], FoTeT deel (B0 o) |

g sraTera #ff fEca Algde, TEdIeRR @ SiaN SUSIUGRI, FHod,
1o |ee] (fBo o)

®9 0 : 09/ME/T/2021

£ WY T A A IR g, MRl me 2, SrewR RRs, dedid g e foe]
(fRo wo) |

ST g7 <l g1 S oW Tvs, ARl a9 |ds], SIEER Biold, dgdld 9 5ol doef
(fRo o) - grefiToT |

JMH ST - gferaTeToT |

vy —urefAr-—u= SR gRT 8(4) f20 o IR IHRUT f, 2004 faare GoiiaRoT IR |

SIRIGT AHAT | UrfRToT SIRIGd ¥ 39 3reTard § W= —u= 491 oo & fo s=iq fadis
11—05—2019 B ferg A—Rast & IFAR WM BRI H wdl IR ol 2 3R 9@ 9
If—Ue & WU H B dol AT I@ & Uy U §RT U WMET BT gl Ed gara
& HRArT B

3A: AIARIRYT 9 WI—AHA1 P 39 3IASR §RT Grod fBar Srar & & {6 1 aafaq
P SURIGT YIIT0T BT IS Bl TR Uad & AWeRg H T BT dR hlg SR T TaARIT
B OI 9% Qi 09—04—2021 P Jag 10.00 ol IT TAY Jd AT IT qHIA BIOR AfQTerd

U BIR AUAT SOk G YaRTSl YT R Fhdl © | 59 SR Pls A1 IoR g TaRTel Ul 1 8
P YRA A FIAGAR WM& 9 BT & See UiRd $R QY S |




ST, f@Araet u<e, 22 AT, 2021 /1 o3, 1942 9477
31ST &I 06—03—2021 DI #X LIER g HIBR Tl GRI SIRI §aTT |

ATER | =g AEdd,
TEAIER Ud BRIGR] GUSTIEIGNI,

Hoo], forer gee (fRo o) |

9 3fTed 4 AFcd Aigdd, dedIceR U4 SRIGN SUSIR®NI, Hoc,
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& §0 : 08/ME/T/2021
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3 ST BRCIRCIFUE
T — o951 SR aRT 8(4) f2o W0 IRTLIHRUT 94, 2004 fdaTg USHaHxoT a1 |

SIRIFT FHAT H YT SURIGT = 39 eTaAd | Urf=1—u= U9y fhar g & s=i9 fedis
20—02—2014 ¥ feg Afa—Rarst & IFAR wF &I H WAl IR ol © 3R d9 4 aFl
IfI—aeT & U H B Tl I 2 T URg WIRTOT RT 30 W) I g=rol wHa uard |
& PRaTT B |

31 FAFEIRYT g WI—FHRR Pl 59 SR §RT Giod fbar S & b foadt o aafad
P SURIGT YIIT0T BT ST Bl TR Ua0d & ARG § g9 BT gR hlg SR T AR
g a1 a8 fQTid 09—04—2021 B JFIg 10.00 T AT TAN Yd JAATATH AT IHTAdT BIOR FRTAd
U9 BIhR NUAT IR g TARTST U9 HR Fhdl 2 | TS SR PIs AT SR 9 TaRIol UT = 8

D R H FIAIAR A T B B QY UIRT R Y AIG |

31Tl faieh 06—03—2021 BT WX EXIER T HIBR IHaTeld GIRT STRI 3T |

e | T3ed HIge o,
dedloleR Ud BRIBN] SUSTEIhNI,

Poc], STl Hee] (fRo Wo) |

9 3fTed 41 fAFca Aigdd, dedieeR Ud SRIGN SUSIR®R, fo,
Rre gee] (fRo o)

®9 =0 : 07/ME/T/2021

S B HAR YA 37 Ae) (e, Fardl 79 )i, SeeR well, Jedia 9 Rfer fee
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ST ART <l A A @w e, g e, SeeR Uisl, dedila g fTer dee (fBo 9o)
- grefiToT |

I

SIEAVEGI BRCINEISH N
T — o951 SR aRT 8(4) f2o W0 IRTLIHBRT f9H, 2004 fdarg ST R |

SWRIF A H UfRTT SWiad = §9 37aTeld § UrRA—ud U9l f6ar § fé s e
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IfI—aeT & U H B Il I @ 8 URg WIRTOT R IO+ W) B gl wHa uard |
TSl AT B |

31 FAATEIRYT g WI—FHER-l Pl $9 SR RT G fbar Sir & b fodl o safad
P SURIGT YIIT0T BT M Bl TR Uad & ARG H T BT dR hlg SR T TaARTo
g a1 a8 fQT7id 09—-04—2021 B g 10.00 T AT TAH YJ JAATATH AT IHTAdT BIOR MRTAd
9T BIhR NUAT IOR g TARTST U9 HR Fhdl & | $HD SR PIs AT SoR g ARl UTed = 8

DI R ¥ FRAGAR AT TS HRA & AT UIRT PR Y e |

3fTST & 06—03—2021 DI AR BEIER T HIBY 3faTeld R SIRI 83T |

ATER | T AEdd,
TEAIER Ud BRIGR! GUSTIEIGNI,
doc], FoTar ee] (fRo o) |

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.)

FI=h, &0 doI oI Ay, f3ared ucel, REe—5 gRI gfad aor gabiierd
goIagih BRI TSI, devTige http://rgjpatrahimachal.nicin T IUeiel & TaH iFegd Fenfid far ST adbar §
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