
                                                                             
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

jkti=] fgekpy izns'k 

fgekpy izns'k jkT; 'kklu }kjk izdkf'kr 
ohjokj] 02 flrEcj] 2021@11 Hkknzin] 1943 

 
fgekpy izns'k ljdkj 

 
LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT DEPARTMENT 

 
NOTIFICATION 

 
Dated, the 23rd July, 2021 

 
 No. Shram (A) 6-2/2020 (Awards) Dharamshala.—In exercise of the powers vested 
under section 17 (1) of the Industrial Disputes Act,1947, the Governor Himachal Pradesh is 
pleased to order the publication of awards of the following cases announced by  the  Presiding 
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Officer, Labour Court, Dharamshala on the website of the Department of Labour & Employment 
Government of Himachal Pradesh:— 
 

Sl. No. Ref. No. Petitioner Respondent Date of Award/Order

1. 670/16 Jai Dev E.E. HPPWD, Sarkaghat & 
Others. 

03-05-2021 

2. 659/16 Balwant Singh -do- 03-05-2021 

3. 656/16 Jagdish Chand -do- 03-05-2021 

4. 655/16 Daulat Ram -do- 03-05-2021 

 
By order, 

 
RAM SUBHAG SINGH, IAS 

Addl.Chief Secretary (Lab. & Emp.). 
 

______________ 
 

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

 
  Ref. No. : 670/2016 

 
  Date of Institution : 17-9-2016 

 

  Date of Decision : 03-5-2021 

 
 
 Shri Jai Dev s/o Shri Gangu Ram, r/o V.P.O. Balda, Tehsil Sarkaghat, 
District Mandi, H.P.  . .Petitioner. 

 
Versus 

 
 1. The Superintending Engineer, H.P.P.W.D. 1st Circle, Mandi, District Mandi, H.P. 

 

 2. The Executive Engineer, B&R Division, H.P.P.W.D. Sarkaghat, District 
Mandi, H.P.  . .Respondents. 

 

 
Reference under Section 10 (1) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 

 
 For the Petitioner : Sh. S.S. Sippy, AR 
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 For the Respondent(s)  : Sh. Anil Sharma, Dy. D.A. 

 
AWARD 

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

 

 “Whether alleged termination of the services of Shri Jai Dev s/o Shri Gangu 
Ram, r/o V.P.O. Balda, Tehsil Sarkaghat, District Mandi, H.P. during November, 
1998 by (i) the  Superintending  Engineer,  H.P.P.W.D. 1st Circle, Mandi, District 
Mandi, H.P. (ii) the Executive Engineer, B&R Division, H.P.P.W.D. Sarkaghat, 
District Mandi, H.P. who has worked as beldar on daily wages basis only for 50, 
58, 46.5 and 74 days during the years 1995, 1996, 1997 and 1998 
respectively and has raised his industrial dispute vide demand notice dated    
10-06-2015 after delay of more than 16 years, without complying with the 
provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is legal and justified? If not, 
keeping in view of working period stated above and delay of more than 16 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 employers/management?” 

 
 2. In pursuance to the reference the petitioner has averred in the statement of 
claim that he had worked with respondent No. 2 in B&R Sub Division, Baldwara as a 
daily waged beldar in the years 1995-1998. His services were orally dispensed with 
by the respondents on the pretext of lack of funds/budget. However, he was assured 
that he would be called to work, as and when funds/budget were available. But, he 
was never called again thereafter. He had approached the respondents time and again 
for his re-engagement, but without success. No notice had been served upon him nor 
any retrenchment compensation had been paid. Persons junior to him and also new 
workers, namely, S/Sh. Ramesh Chand, Mehar Singh, Manohar Lal, Karam Singh, 
Jiwan Lal, Baldev Chand, Duni Chand, Sunil Kumar, Roop Lal, Mast Ram, Kamlesh 
Kumar, Jagdish Chand, Nand Lal, Ghanshyam, Milap Singh, Balwant Singh, Padam 
Nath and Tulsi etc. were engaged. In addition to it 411 other junior workers were 
retained. Fictional breaks were given to him so that he could not complete 240 days in a 
year. The action of the respondent is stated to be in violation of the provisions of 
Sections 25-B, 25-F, 25-G and 25-H of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter 
referred to as ‘the Act’ for short). He is unemployed till date. Hence, the petition 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 
account of delay and laches. The contents of the petition were denied on merits. 
However, it is asserted that the petitioner had worked intermittently as a daily waged 
beldar with respondent No. 2 w.e.f. September, 1995 to November, 1998. He had 
only worked for 50 days in the year 1995, 58 days in the year 1996, 46½ days in 
the year 1997 and for 74 days in the year 1998. The services of the petitioner had 
never been terminated by the respondents. He himself had left the work of his own 
sweet will. It is denied that the petitioner had made oral as well as written requests to 
the respondents for re-engagement. He had only raised the demand notice in the year 
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2015, which was responded to by the respondents. Only those workers have been 
regularized by the department who had completed the requisite criteria for regularization 
as per the Government policy. It is denied that 411 junior workers had been 
regularized by the respondents. No fictional breaks had ever been given to the 
petitioner. He had never completed 240 days in any calendar year. So, there was no 
need to serve any notice upon him under Section 25-F of the Act. Since the petitioner 
had left the job of his own free volition, there is no violation of the provisions of 
Sections 25-G and 25-H of the Act by the respondents. The petitioner is gainfully 
employed, being an agriculturist. Hence, it is prayed that the claim 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. 
 
 5. Out of the pleadings of the parties, the following issues were settled for 
determination and adjudication by this Court vide order dated 26-6-2018: 
 
 1. Whether termination of services of the petitioner by the respondents during 

Nov., 1998 is/was legal and justified as alleged?  .  . OPP. 
 
 2. If issue No. 1 is proved in affirmative, to what service benefits the petitioner is 

entitled to?  . .OPP. 
 

 3. Whether the claim petition is not maintainable in the present form as alleged?  
.  . OPR. 

 

 4. Whether the claim petition is bad on account of delay and laches on the part 
of petitioner as alleged?  . .OPR. 

 

 Relief. 
 

 6. Thereafter, the parties to the list 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 respondents 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 : Lump sum compensation of `35,000/- 
 

 Issue No. 3 : No 
 

 Issue No. 4 : No 
 

 Relief. : Petition is partly allowed awarding lump sum 
compensation of `35,000/- per operative part of the 
award. 

 

REASONS FOR FINDINGS 
 

Issues No.1, 2 and 4 : 
 
 9. 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. 
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 10. The petitioner, namely, Shri Jai Dev 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 admitted that he had worked for 50 days in the 
year 1995, 58 days in the year 1996, 46.5 days in the year 1997 and for 74 days in 
the year 1998. He also admitted that he had not worked in the department in August, 
1995, March, April & May, 1996, June to September, 1997 and March, 1998. He 
denied that he had never been disengaged by the department. He also denied that he 
himself had left the job of his own sweet will. He had given in writing to the 
department in the years 1999, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007, 2009, 2011 and 2013 to re-
engage him. He was categorical that he cannot produce any document in this regard. He 
also admitted that he had raised the demand notice in the year 2015. He denied that 
after the year 1998 he had left the job of his own free volition. He denied that he had not 
worked for 240 days in any year. However, he admitted that he cannot produce any 
document to show that he had worked continuously for 240 days in a year. He owns land, 
which he cultivates. He denied that he was making a phoney statement. 
 
 11. Conversely, Shri Vinod Kumar Sharma (respondent No. 2) testified as 
RW1. In his affidavit Ex. RW1/A filed as per Order 18 Rule 4 of the Code of Civil 
Procedure, he corroborated on oath the contents of the reply filed by the respondents. 
 
 In the cross-examination, he denied that the petitioner had worked as a daily 
wager from the year 1995 uptil the year 1998. Volunteered that, he had only worked 
for 50 days in the year 1995, 58 days in the year 1996, 46.5 days in the year 1997 and 
for 74 days in the year 1998. He specifically denied that the petitioner had completed 
240 days in a calendar year. He also denied that fictional breaks were given to the 
petitioner by the department so that he could not complete 240 days. Further he denied 
that the petitioner had been disengaged by the department after November, 1998. He 
clearly denied that thereafter the petitioner orally as well as in writing had requested 
the department to re-engage him. He admitted that the department has prepared the 
seniority list of the workers, which is Ex.RW1/C on the file. He also admitted that as per 
Ex.RW1/C workers, namely, S/Sh. Roshan Lal, Besar Singh, Balwant, Sunil Kumar, 
Surinder Kumar, Jagdish Chand, Nand Lal and Balwant Singh had been engaged by the 
department after the disengagement of the petitioner and that they are still working 
continuously with the department and have also been regularized. Further, he admitted 
that Ex.RW1/B had been issued by the department. 
 
 12. Ex.RW1/B is the copy of details of working of the petitioner in B&R Sub 
Division, HPPWD Baldwara. 
 
 13. Ex.RW1/C is the copy of detail of working days of Class-IV daily waged 
workers who have completed eight years and more service as on 31-3-2008 screened 
by the Screening Committee. 
 
 14. It is an admitted fact that the services of the petitioner were engaged as 
a daily waged beldar by the respondents and that he had worked with respondent 
No.2. The petitioner as per his evidence claimed that he had worked continuously 
from the year 1995 uptil the year 1998. However, the respondents have taken the stand 
that the petitioner had worked intermittently with respondent No. 2 for 50 days in the year 
1995, 58 days in the year 1996, 46.5 days in the year 1997 and for 74 days in the 
year 1998. The details of working of the petitioner has been produced on record by 
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the respondents as Ex. RW1/B. It appears to have not been disputed by the petitioner, as 
it was merely suggested by the petitioner to respondent No. 2 that Ex.RW1/B had 
been issued by the department. He admitted the suggestion. It was nowhere 
suggested to respondent No. 2 that the working details above-mentioned was not 
factually correct. As per the working details Ex.RW1/B, the petitioner had only worked for 
50 days in the year 1995 i.e. 24 days in September, 1995 and 26 days in October, 
1995, 29 days in January and February 1996, 26.5 days in October, 1997, 20 days in 
November, 1997, 28 days in February, 1998 and for 19 and 27 days in the months of 
September & October, 1998 respectively. The claimant/petitioner has not placed or 
exhibited on record any document to show that he had continuously worked from the 
year 1995 uptil the year 1998, as claimed. 
 
 15. The version of the petitioner is that his services were wrongly and illegally 
terminated by the respondents in the month of November, 1998. While denying the 
said fact, the respondents have pleaded that the petitioner, who had worked 
intermittently, had left the job of his own accord and free volition. 
 
 16. It is well known that abandonment has to be proved by the employer  
like any other fact. Therefore, the burden of proving of abandonment is upon the 
respondent. It has been laid down by our own Hon’ble High Court in case titled as 
Narain Singh vs. The State of Himachal Pradesh & Ors., 2016 (3) Him L.R. 1875 
that voluntarily abandonment of work by a workman is required to be established by way 
of cogent and reliable evidence by the employer. Similarly, in case titled as  State of 
Himachal Pradesh & another vs. Shri Partap Singh, 2017 (1) Him L.R. 286, it 
has been held by our own Hon’ble High Court that abandonment is not to be 
lightly presumed, but it has to be unequivocally proved by the employer. Simply 
because a workman fails to report for duty, it cannot be presumed that he has left/ 
abandoned the job. Mere statement of Shri Vinod Kumar Sharma, (RW1) alleging 
that the workman had abandoned the services is entirely insufficient to discharge the 
said onus. Admittedly, no disciplinary proceedings were initiated against the petitioner 
by the respondents 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 respondents. In the present case as it 
emerges from the evidence on record, so was not done by the respondents. 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 respondents/employer is not established. 
 
 17. Now the question: Whether in terminating the services of the petitioner, 
the respondents are proved to have violated the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act. 
The answer, to my thinking, is in the negative in view of the material on record. 
 
 18. 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. In R.M. Yellatty vs. Assistant Executive Engineer, 
(2006) 1 SCC 106, it has been laid by the Hon’ble Supreme Court that the burden of 
proof is on the claimant to show that he had worked for 240 days in a given year. 
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 19. 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 240 days in a block of twelve calendar months anterior  
to the date of his alleged termination, which as per the reference took place in the month 
of November, 1998. No mandays chart of the petitioner is there on the file to establish 
that he had worked continuously for a period of 240 days in a block of twelve calendar 
months prior to the date of his alleged termination, as envisaged under Section 25-B 
of the Act. The petitioner while under cross-examination categorically admitted that he 
cannot produce any document evidencing that he had continuously worked for 240 
days in a year. Then, it is evident from the working details of the petitioner, 
Ex.RW1/B that he had only worked for a total of 228½ days from the year 1995 uptil 
October, 1998. It has been laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in case titled as 
Mohd. Ali vs. State of Himachal Pradesh and Ors., (2019) 1 SCC (L&S) 138 that 
when the workman had not worked for the required 240 days of working in the period 
of twelve calendar months preceding the date of dismissal, he is not entitled to take 
the benefits of the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act. Therefore, the provisions of 
Section 25-F of the Act are not attracted in this case. 
 
 20. Ex.RW1/C is a seniority list of beldar category workmen. It is an admitted 
document on the part of the respondents. Shri Vinod Kumar Sharma (RW1) categorically 
admitted in his cross-examination that the department has placed the seniority list of 
workers on the file as Ex.RW1/C. This seniority list of beldar category gains 
significance. The name of Shri Nand Lal figures at serial Nos. 26 of the list. He as per 
this list was appointed by the respondents in B&R Sub Division Baldwara in January, 
1996. The names of workers figuring at serial Nos. 23 to 25 and 27 to 96 were also 
appointed by the respondents in B&R Divisions Sarkaghat and Baldwara in between 
November, 1995 to October, 1998. This list gives the year-wise working details of the 
above mentioned workers uptil the year 2007. The date of initial appointment of the 
petitioner as per the Ex.RW1/B is September, 1995. This indicates that persons junior to 
the petitioner had been serving the respondents/department even after the 
disengagement of the petitioner, which as per the reference took place on November, 
1998. To my mind, the latter have failed to adhere to the principle of ‘last come first 
go’. Retaining the juniors at the cost of the senior is nothing but unfair labour practice. 
 
 21. No only this, Shri Vinod Kumar Sharma (RW1) in his cross-examination 
admitted that S/Shri Roshan Lal, Besar Singh, Balwant, Sunil Kumar, Surender Kumar, 
Jagdish Chand, Nand Lal and Balwant Singh etc., who all were engaged by the 
department after the disengagement of the petitioner, are still continuously working 
with the department and have also been regularized. It, thus, shows that new/fresh 
hands were engaged by the respondents. There is nothing on the file to establish that at 
the time of engaging new/fresh hands or retaining the persons junior to the petitioner, 
any opportunity of re-employment was afforded to him (petitioner). 
 
 22. Such being the situation, I have no hesitation to conclude that the 
respondents have contravened the provisions of Sections 25-G and 25-H of the Act. The 
termination of the services of the petitioner is illegal and unjustified. 
 
 23. Faced with the situation, the Learned Deputy District Attorney for the 
respondents contended that there being an inordinate delay in the steps taken by the 
petitioner for the redressal of his grievance, his claim suffers from the vice of delay 
and laches, which disentitles him to the relief(s) he has prayed for. This contention, to 
my thinking, appears to be ill conceived. The question of delay and laches was 
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considered by  the Hon’ble Supreme Court in case titled as Ajayab Singh vs. Sirhind 
Co-operative Marketing-cum-Processing Society Limited and Another, (1999) 6 SCC 82, 
wherein it was inter-alia held: 
 
 “The provisions of Article 137 of Limitation Act, 1963 are not applicable to the 

proceeding under the ID Act. The relief under the ID Act cannot be denied 
merely on the ground of delay. The plea of delay if raised by the employer is 
required to be proved as a matter of fact by showing the real prejudice and not 
as a merely hypothetical defence. No reference to the Labour Court can be 
generally questioned on the ground of delay alone”. 

 
 24. In view of the aforesaid binding precedent, it cannot be said that the 
petition is hit by the vice of delay and laches. Of course, the delay in raising the 
industrial dispute by a workman can be taken into account by the Court while granting 
the relief(s) claimed. The observations made by our own Hon’ble High Court in case 
titled as Liaq Ram vs. State of H.P. and ors., 2012 (2) Him. L.R.(FB) 580 (majority 
view) will also be advantageous on this aspect of the matter. 
 
 25. In case titled as Assistant Engineer Rajasthan Development  Corporation 
and another vs. Geetam Singh reported in 2013 (136) FLR  893 (SC), it was held by 
the Hon’ble Supreme Court that before exercising its judicial discretion, the Labour 
Court has to keep in view all relevant factors including the mode and manner of 
appointment, nature of employment, length of service, the ground on which 
termination has been set aside and the delay in raising industrial dispute before grant of 
relief in an industrial dispute. It was also observed that the workman had worked for 286 
days and had raised industrial dispute in the year 1992, whereas his services had 
been terminated in the year 1986 and had raised industrial dispute after six years. It 
was held that though the compensation awarded by the Single Judge of the Hon’ble 
High Court was too low and liable to be enhanced by the Division Bench, but surely 
reinstatement of the workman in the facts and circumstances was not the appropriate 
relief and thus a lump-sum of  Rs.1 lakh along-with interest @ 9% per annum had 
been awarded. Recently, in case titled as Deputy Executive Engineer vs. Kuberbhai 
Kanjibhai 2019 (160) FLR 651, by relying upon the cases of  Bharat Sanchar Nigam 
Limited vs. Bhurumal (2014) 7 SCC 177 and  District Development Officer & another 
vs. Satish Kantilal Amerelia 2018 (156) FLR 266 (SC), it has been held by the Hon’ble 
Supreme Court that where the workman had worked as a daily wager or muster roll 
employee hardly for a few years and where the dispute had been raised by him almost 
after 15 years of his alleged termination, he was held entitled only for lump sum 
monetary compensation in full and final satisfaction of his claim of reinstatement and 
other consequential benefits. Similarly, in case titled as State of Uttarakhand & Anr. 
vs. Raj Kumar, 2019 (160)  FLR 791, the Hon’ble Supreme Court has held that where a 
daily wager has worked for about a year and a dispute was raised by him after 25 years 
of the alleged termination, he had no right to claim regularization and was only entitled 
to lump sum monetary compensation in full and final satisfaction of his claim of 
reinstatement and consequential benefits. In the case on hand before this Court, the 
factors which have weighed are that the petitioner in all remained engaged for about 
nine months and had actually worked for 228½ days as per the details of the 
working of the petitioner on record and that his services were disengaged in 
November, 1998, who had worked as non-skilled worker and had raised the industrial 
dispute by the issuance of demand notice after about more than sixteen years i.e. 
demand notice was given on 10-6-2015. Although, the petitioner has claimed that from 
time to time he had approached the respondents for being re-engaged, but in this 
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regard there is no document placed on the file. Taking into consideration the factors  
mentioned above and the precedents laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the 
aforementioned cases, the petitioner is not entitled for reinstatement or for back wages, 
but only for a lump sum compensation. 
 
 26. In view of the discussion and findings arrived at by me above, a lump-sum 
compensation of ` 35,000/- (Rupees Thirty five thousand only) would be an 
appropriate relief to which the petitioner is entitled to in the facts and circumstances of 
the given case. It is further made clear that the amount of compensation shall be paid 
within four months from the date of receipt of Award, failing which the petitioner would 
be entitled to interest @ 6% per annum from date of Award till its realization. Issues    
No. 1 and 2 are answered and decided accordingly, while issue No. 4 is decided against 
the respondents and in favour of the petitioner. 
 
Issue No. 3 : 
 
 27. It has not been shown by the respondents 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 respondents at the time of 
arguments. Otherwise also, from the pleadings and evidence on record, it cannot be 
said that the petition/statement of claim is not maintainable. Hence, this issue is decided 
against the respondents and in favour of the petitioner. 
 
Relief : 
 
 28. In the light of what has been discussed hereinabove while recording the 
findings on the issues supra, the respondents are hereby directed to pay a compensation 
of `35,000/- (Rupees thirty five thousand only) to the petitioner in lieu of the 
reinstatement, back wages, seniority and past service benefits. Amount of compensation so 
awarded shall be paid by the respondents to the petitioner within four months from the 
date of receipt of Award failing which the respondents shall be liable to pay interest       
@ 6% per annum on the said amount from the date of award till realization/deposit of the 
amount. 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 3rd day of May, 2021. 
 

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. : 659/2016 
 
  Date of Institution : 12-9-2016 
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  Date of Decision : 03-5-2021 
 
 Shri Balwant Singh s/o Shri Roop Lal, r/o Village Karadwhan, P.O. Chowk, Tehsil 
Sarkaghat, District Mandi, H.P.  . .Petitioner. 
 

Versus 
 
 1. The Superintending Engineer, H.P.P.W.D. 1st Circle, Mandi, District Mandi, H.P. 
 
 2. The Executive Engineer, B&R Division, H.P.P.W.D. Sarkaghat, District 
Mandi, H.P. . .Respondents. 
 

Reference under Section 10 (1) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
 
 For the Petitioner : Sh. S.S. Sippy, AR 
 
 For the Respondent(s)  : Sh. Anil Sharma, Dy. D.A. 
 

AWARD 
 
 The below given reference has been received from the appropriate Government for 
adjudication: 
 
 “Whether alleged termination of the services of Shri Balwant Singh s/o      

Shri Roop Lal, r/o Village Karadwhan, P.O. Chowk, Tehsil Sarkaghat, District 
Mandi, H.P. during January, 1999 by (i) the Superintending Engineer, 
H.P.P.W.D. 1st Circle, Mandi, District Mandi, H.P., (ii) the Executive Engineer, 
B&R Division, H.P.P.W.D. Sarkaghat, District Mandi, H.P. who has worked as 
beldar on daily wages basis only for 100 and 29 days during the years 1998 
and 1999 respectively and has raised his industrial dispute vide demand notice 
dated 10-06-2015 after delay of more than 16 years, without complying with 
the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is legal and justified? If not, 
keeping in view of working period stated above and delay of more than 16 
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 employers/management?” 

 
 2. In pursuance to the reference the petitioner has averred in the statement of 
claim that he had worked with respondent No. 2 in B&R Sub Division, Baldwara as a 
daily waged beldar in the years 1997-1998. His services were orally dispensed with 
by the respondents on the pretext of lack of funds/budget. However, he was assured 
that he would be called to work, as and when funds/budget were available. But, he was 
never called again thereafter. He had approached the respondents time and again for 
his re-engagement, but without success. No notice had been served upon him nor any 
retrenchment compensation had been paid. Persons junior to him and also new 
workers, namely, S/Sh. Ramesh Chand, Mehar Singh, Manohar Lal, Karam Singh, 
Jiwan Lal, Baldev Chand, Duni Chand, Sunil Kumar, Roop Lal, Mast Ram, Kamlesh 
Kumar, Jagdish Chand, Nand Lal, Ghanshyam, Milap Singh, Balwant Singh, Padam 
Nath and Tulsi etc. were engaged. In addition to it 411 other junior workers were 
retained. Fictional breaks were given to him so that he could not complete 240 days in a 
year. The action of the respondent is stated to be in violation of the provisions of 
Sections 25-B, 25-F, 25-G and 25-H of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter 
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referred to as ‘the Act’ for short). He is unemployed till date. Hence, the petition 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 
account of delay and laches. The contents of the petition were denied on merits. 
However, it is asserted that the petitioner had worked intermittently as a daily waged 
beldar with respondent No. 2 w.e.f. January, 1998 to January, 1999. He had only worked 
for 100 days in the year 1998 and for 29 days in the year 1999. The services of the 
petitioner had never been terminated by the respondents. He himself had left the work 
of his own sweet will. It is denied that the petitioner had made oral as well as written 
requests to the respondents for re-engagement. He had only raised the demand notice 
in the year 2015, which was responded to by the respondents. Only those workers 
have been regularized by the department who had completed the requisite criteria for 
regularization as per the Government policy. It is denied that 411 junior workers had 
been regularized by the respondents. No fictional breaks had ever been given to the 
petitioner. He had never completed 240 days in any calendar year. So, there was no 
need to serve any notice upon him under Section 25-F of the Act. Since the petitioner 
had left the job of his own free volition, there is no violation of the provisions of 
Sections 25-G and 25-H of the Act by the respondents. The petitioner is gainfully 
employed, being an agriculturist. Hence, it is prayed that the claim 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. 
 
 5. Out of the pleadings of the parties, the following issues were settled for 
determination and adjudication by this Court vide order dated 26-6-2018: 
 
 1. Whether termination of services of the petitioner by the respondents 

during January, 1999 is/was legal and justified as alleged?  . .OPP. 
 
 2. If issue No. 1 is proved in affirmative, to what service benefits the petitioner is 

entitled to?  . .OPP. 
 
 3. Whether the claim petition is not maintainable in the present form as alleged?  

.  . OPR. 
 
 4. Whether the claim petition is bad on account of delay and laches on the part 

of petitioner as alleged?   . .OPR. 
 
 Relief. 
 
 6. Thereafter, the parties to the list 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 respondents 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 
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 Issue No. 2 : Lump sum compensation of `25,000/- 
 
 Issue No. 3 : No 
 
 Issue No. 4 : No 
 
 Relief. : Petition is partly allowed awarding lump sum 

compensation of `25,000/- per operative part of the 
award. 

 
REASONS FOR FINDINGS 

 
Issues No.1, 2 and 4 : 
 
 9. 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. 
 
 10. The petitioner, namely, Shri Balwant 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 admitted that he had worked for 100 days in the 
year 1998 & for 29 days in the year 1999. He also admitted that he had not worked in 
the department in December, 1997, October, 1998 and February, 1999. He denied 
that he had never been disengaged by the department. He also denied that he himself 
had left the job of his own sweet will. He had given in writing to the department in the 
years 1999, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007, 2009, 2011 and 2013 to re-engage him. He was 
categorical that he cannot produce any document in this regard. He also admitted that 
he had raised the demand notice in the year 2015. He denied that after the year 1998 
he had left the job of his own free volition. He denied that he had not worked for 
240 days in any year. However, he admitted that he cannot produce any document to 
show that he had worked continuously for 240 days in a year. He owns land, which he 
cultivates. He denied that he was making a phoney statement. 
 
 11. Conversely, Shri Vinod Kumar Sharma (respondent No.2) testified as 
RW1. In his affidavit Ex. RW1/A filed as per Order 18 Rule 4 of the Code of Civil 
Procedure, he corroborated on oath the contents of the reply filed by the respondents. 
 
 In the cross-examination, he denied that the petitioner had worked as a daily 
wager in the years 1997 and 1998. Volunteered that, he had only worked for 100 days 
in the year 1998 and for 29 days in the month of January, 1999. He specifically 
denied that the petitioner had completed 240 days in a calendar year. He also denied that 
fictional breaks were given to the petitioner by the department so that he could not 
complete 240 days. Further he denied that the petitioner had been disengaged by the 
department after February, 1998. He clearly denied that thereafter the petitioner orally as 
well as in writing had requested the department to re-engage him. He admitted that 
the department has prepared the seniority list of the workers, which is Ex.RW1/C on the 
file. He also admitted that as per Ex.RW1/C workers, namely, S/Sh. Roshan Lal, 
Besar Singh, Balwant, Sunil Kumar, Surinder Kumar, Jagdish Chand, Nand Lal and 
Balwant Singh had been engaged by the department after the disengagement of the 
petitioner and that they are still working continuously with the department and have also 
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been regularized. Further, he admitted that Ex.RW1/B had been issued by the 
department. 
 
 12. Ex.RW1/B is the copy of details of working of the petitioner in B&R Sub 
Division, HPPWD Baldwara. 
 
 13. Ex.RW1/C is the copy of detail of working days of Class-IV daily waged 
workers who have completed eight years and more service as on 31-3-2008 screened 
by the Screening Committee. 
 
 14. It is an admitted fact that the services of the petitioner were engaged as 
a daily waged beldar by the respondents and that he had worked with respondent 
No.2.  The petitioner as per his evidence claimed that he had worked continuously in the 
years 1997 and 1998. However, the respondents have taken the stand that the petitioner 
had worked intermittently with respondent No.2 and had only worked for 100 days in the 
year 1998 and for 29 days in the year 1999. The details of working of the petitioner 
has been produced on record by the respondents as Ex. RW1/B. It appears to have not 
been disputed by the petitioner, as it was merely suggested by the petitioner to 
respondent No. 2 that Ex.RW1/B had been issued by the department. He admitted 
the suggestion. It was nowhere suggested to respondent No. 2 that the working details  
above-mentioned was not factually correct. As per the working details Ex.RW1/B, the 
petitioner had only worked for 100 days in the year 1998 i.e. 24 days in January, 
1998, 25 days each in February & July, 1998, 26 days in September, 1998 and for 29 
days in the month of January, 1999. The claimant/petitioner has not placed or exhibited 
on record any document to show that he had continuously worked in the years 1997 
and 1998, as claimed. 
 
 15. The version of the petitioner is that his services were wrongly and illegally 
terminated by the respondents in the month of January, 1999. While denying the said 
fact, the respondents have pleaded that the petitioner, who had worked intermittently, 
had left the job of his own accord and free volition. 
 
 16. It is well known that abandonment has to be proved by the employer 
like any other fact. Therefore, the burden of proving of abandonment is upon the 
respondent. It has been laid down by our own Hon’ble High Court in case titled as 
Narain Singh vs. The State of Himachal  Pradesh  &  Ors.,  2016  (3)  Him  L.R.  1875  
that voluntarily abandonment of work by a workman is required to be established by way 
of cogent and reliable evidence by the employer. Similarly, in case titled as  State of 
Himachal Pradesh & another vs. Shri Partap Singh, 2017 (1) Him L.R. 286, it 
has been held by our own Hon’ble High Court that abandonment is not to be 
lightly presumed, but it has to be unequivocally proved by the employer. Simply 
because a workman fails to report for duty, it cannot be presumed that he has 
left/abandoned the job. Mere statement of Shri Vinod Kumar Sharma, (RW1) 
alleging that the workman had abandoned the services is entirely insufficient to 
discharge the said onus. Admittedly, no disciplinary proceedings were initiated against 
the petitioner by the respondents 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 respondents. In the present 
case as it emerges from the evidence on record, so was not done by the respondents. 
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. 
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Thus, the plea of abandonment put forth by the respondents/employer is not 
established. 
 

 17. Now the question: Whether in terminating the services of the petitioner, 
the respondents are proved to have violated the provisions of Section 25-F of the 
Act. The answer, to my thinking, is in the negative in view of the material on record. 
 

 18. 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. In R.M. Yellatty vs. Assistant Executive Engineer, 
(2006) 1 SCC 106, it has been laid by the Hon’ble Supreme Court that the burden of 
proof is on the claimant to show that he had worked for 240 days in a given year. 
 

 19. 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 240 days in a block of twelve calendar months anterior  
to the date of his alleged termination, which as per the reference took place in the 
month of January, 1999. No mandays chart of the petitioner is there on the file to 
establish that he had worked continuously for a period of 240 days in a block of twelve 
calendar months prior to the date of his alleged termination, as envisaged under 
Section 25-B of the Act. The petitioner while under cross-examination categorically 
admitted that he cannot produce any document evidencing that he had continuously 
worked for 240 days in a year. Then, it is evident from the working details of the 
petitioner, Ex.RW1/B that he had only worked for a total of 129 days in the years 
1998 and 1999. It has been laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in case titled as 
Mohd. Ali vs. State of Himachal Pradesh and Ors., (2019) 1 SCC (L&S) 138 that 
when the workman had not worked for the required 240 days of working in the period of  
twelve calendar months preceding  the  date  of  dismissal,  he  is  not entitled to take the 
benefits of the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act. Therefore, the provisions of 
Section 25-F of the Act are not attracted in this case. 
 

 20. Ex.RW1/C is a seniority list of beldar category workmen. It is an admitted 
document on the part of the respondents. Shri Vinod Kumar Sharma (RW1) categorically 
admitted in his cross-examination that the department has placed the seniority list of 
workers on the file as Ex.RW1/C. This seniority list of beldar category gains 
significance. The name of Shri Ramesh Kumar figures at serial No. 81 of the list. He 
as per this list was appointed by the respondents in B&R Sub Division Baldwara in 
September, 1998. The names of workers figuring at serial Nos. 68 to 80 and 82 to 107 
were also appointed by the respondents in B&R Division Sarkaghat and Baldwara in 
between February to December, 1998 respectively. This list gives the year-wise 
working details of the above mentioned workers uptil the year 2007. The date of initial 
appointment of the petitioner as per the Ex.RW1/B is January, 1998. This indicates that 
persons junior to the petitioner had been serving the respondents/department even after 
the disengagement of the petitioner, which as per the reference took place in January, 
1999. To my mind, the latter have failed to adhere to the principle of ‘last come first 
go’. Retaining the juniors at the cost of the senior is nothing but unfair labour 
practice. 
 
 21. No only this, Shri Vinod Kumar Sharma (RW1) in his cross-examination 
admitted that S/Shri Roshan Lal, Besar Singh, Balwant, Sunil Kumar, Surender Kumar, 
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Jagdish Chand, Nand Lal and Balwant Singh etc., who all were engaged by the 
department after the disengagement of the petitioner, are still continuously working 
with the department and have also been regularized. It, thus, shows that new/fresh 
hands were engaged by the respondents. There is nothing on the file to establish that at 
the time of engaging new/fresh hands or retaining the persons junior to the petitioner, 
any opportunity of re-employment was afforded to him (petitioner). 
 
 22. Such being the situation, I have no hesitation to conclude that the 
respondents have contravened the provisions of Sections 25-G and 25-H of the Act. The 
termination of the services of the petitioner is illegal and unjustified. 
 
 23. Faced with the situation, the learned Deputy District Attorney for the 
respondents contended that there being an inordinate delay in the steps taken by the 
petitioner for the redressal of his grievance, his claim suffers from the vice of delay 
and laches, which disentitles him to the relief(s) he has prayed for. This contention, to 
my thinking, appears to be ill conceived. The question of delay and laches was 
considered by  the Hon’ble Supreme Court in case titled as Ajayab Singh vs. Sirhind 
Co-operative Marketing-cum-Processing Society Limited and Another, (1999) 6 SCC 82, 
wherein it was inter-alia held: 
 
 “The provisions of Article 137 of Limitation Act, 1963 are not applicable to the 

proceeding under the ID Act. The relief under the ID Act cannot be denied 
merely on the ground of delay. The plea of delay if raised by the employer is 
required to be proved as a matter of fact by showing the real prejudice and not 
as a merely hypothetical defence. No reference to the Labour Court can be 
generally questioned on the ground of delay alone”. 

 
 24. In view of the aforesaid binding precedent, it cannot be said that the 
petition is hit by the vice of delay and laches. Of course, the delay in raising the 
industrial dispute by a workman can be taken into account by the Court while granting 
the relief(s) claimed. The observations made by our own Hon’ble High Court in case 
titled as Liaq Ram vs. State of H.P. and ors., 2012 (2) Him. L.R.(FB) 580 (majority 
view) will also be advantageous on this aspect of the matter. 
 
 25. In case titled as Assistant Engineer Rajasthan Development  Corporation 
and another vs. Geetam Singh reported in 2013 (136) FLR  893 (SC), it was held by 
the Hon’ble Supreme Court that before exercising its judicial discretion, the Labour 
Court has to keep in view all relevant factors including the mode and manner of 
appointment, nature of employment, length of service, the ground on which 
termination has been set aside and the delay in raising industrial dispute before grant of 
relief in an industrial dispute. It was also observed that the workman had worked for 286 
days and had raised industrial dispute in the year 1992, whereas his services had 
been terminated in the year 1986 and had raised industrial dispute after six years. It 
was held that though the compensation awarded by the Single Judge of the Hon’ble 
High Court was too low and liable to be enhanced by the Division Bench, but surely 
reinstatement of the workman in the facts and circumstances was not the appropriate 
relief and thus a lump-sum of Rs.1 lakh along-with interest @ 9% per annum had 
been awarded. Recently, in case titled as Deputy Executive Engineer vs.  
Kuberbhai Kanjibhai 2019 (160) FLR 651, by relying upon the cases of  Bharat 
Sanchar Nigam Limited vs. Bhurumal (2014) 7 SCC 177 and District 
Development Officer & another vs. Satish Kantilal Amerelia 2018 (156) FLR 266 
(SC), it has been held by the Hon’ble Supreme Court that where the workman had 
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worked as a daily wager or muster roll employee hardly for a few years and where the 
dispute had been raised by him almost after 15 years of his alleged termination, he was 
held entitled only for lump sum monetary compensation in full and final satisfaction of 
his claim of reinstatement and other consequential benefits. Similarly, in case titled 
as State of Uttarakhand & Anr. vs. Raj Kumar, 2019 (160)  FLR 791, the Hon’ble 
Supreme Court has held that where a daily wager has worked for about a year and a 
dispute was raised by him after 25 years of the alleged termination, he had no right to 
claim regularization and was only entitled to lump sum monetary compensation in full 
and final satisfaction of his claim of reinstatement and consequential benefits. In the 
case on hand before this Court, the factors which have weighed are that the petitioner 
in all remained engaged for about five months and had actually worked for 129 days as 
per the details of the working of the petitioner on record and that his services were  
disengaged in January, 1999, who had worked as non-skilled worker and had raised the 
industrial dispute by the issuance of demand notice after about more than sixteen 
years i.e. demand notice was given on 10-6-2015. Although, the petitioner has claimed 
that from time to time he had approached the respondents for being re-engaged, but in 
this regard there is no document placed on the file. Taking into consideration the 
factors mentioned above and the precedents laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme Court 
in the aforementioned cases, the petitioner is not entitled for reinstatement or for back 
wages, but only for a lump sum compensation. 
 
 26. In view of the discussion and findings arrived at by me above, a lump-sum 
compensation of `25,000/- (Rupees twenty five thousand only) would be an 
appropriate relief to which the petitioner is entitled to in the facts and circumstances 
of the given case. It is further made clear that the amount of compensation shall be paid 
within four months from the date of receipt of Award, failing which the petitioner would 
be entitled to interest @ 6% per annum from date of Award till its realization. Issues    
No. 1 and 2 are answered and decided accordingly, while issue No. 4 is decided against 
the respondents and in favour of the petitioner. 
 
Issue No.3 : 
 
 27. It has not been shown by the respondents 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 respondents at the time of 
arguments. Otherwise also, from the pleadings and evidence on record, it cannot be 
said that the petition/statement of claim is not maintainable. Hence, this issue is decided 
against the respondents and in favour of the petitioner. 
 
Relief : 
 

28. In the light of what has been discussed hereinabove while recording the 
findings on the issues supra, the respondents are hereby directed to pay a compensation 
of `25,000/- (Rupees twenty five thousand only) to the petitioner in lieu of the 
reinstatement, back wages, seniority and past service benefits. Amount of compensation 
so awarded shall be paid by the respondents to the petitioner within four months from the 
date of receipt of Award failing which the respondents shall be liable to pay interest       
@ 6% per annum on the said amount from the date of award till realization/deposit of the 
amount. 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. 
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 Announced in the open Court today this 3rd day of May, 2021. 
 

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. : 656/2016 
 
  Date of Institution : 12-9-2016 
 
  Date of Decision : 03-5-2021 
 
 Shri Jagdish Chand s/o Shri Birbal, r/o Village Karadwhan, P.O. Chowk, Tehsil 
Sarkaghat, District Mandi, H.P. . .Petitioner. 
 

Versus 
 
 1. The Superintending Engineer, H.P.P.W.D. 1st Circle, Mandi, District Mandi, H.P. 
 
 2. The Executive Engineer, B&R Division, H.P.P.W.D. Sarkaghat, District 
Mandi, H.P.  . .Respondents. 
 
 

Reference under Section 10 (1) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
 
 For the Petitioner : Sh. S.S. Sippy, AR 
 
 For the Respondent(s)  : Sh. Anil Sharma, Dy. D.A. 
 

AWARD 
 
 The below given reference has been received from the appropriate Government for 
adjudication: 
 
 “Whether alleged termination of the services of Shri Jagdish Chand s/o Shri 

Birbal, r/o Village Karadwhan, P.O. Chowk, Tehsil Sarkaghat, District Mandi, H.P. 
during November, 1999 by (i) the Superintending Engineer, H.P.P.W.D. 1st Circle, 
Mandi, District Mandi, H.P., (ii) the Executive Engineer, B&R Division, 
H.P.P.W.D. Sarkaghat, District Mandi, H.P. who has worked as beldar on daily 
wages basis only for 51, 169 and 11  days  during  the years 1997, 1998 and 
1999 respectively and has raised his industrial dispute vide demand notice dated 
10-06-2015 after delay of more than 15 years, without complying with the 
provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is legal and justified? If not, 
keeping in view of working period stated above and delay of more than 15 
years in raising the industrial dispute, what amount of back wages, seniority, past 
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service benefits and compensation the above ex-worker is entitled to from the 
above employers/ management?” 

 
 2. In pursuance to the reference the petitioner has averred in the statement of 
claim that he had worked with respondent No. 2 in B&R Sub Division, Baldwara as a 
daily waged beldar in the years 1997-1999. His services were orally dispensed with 
by the respondents on the pretext of lack of funds/budget. However, he was assured 
that he would be called to work, as and when funds/budget were available. But, he 
was never called again thereafter. He had approached the respondents time and again 
for his re-engagement, but without success. No notice had been served upon him nor 
any retrenchment compensation had been paid. Persons junior to him and also new 
workers, namely, S/Sh. Ramesh Chand, Mehar Singh, Manohar Lal, Karam Singh, 
Jiwan Lal, Baldev Chand, Duni Chand, Sunil Kumar, Roop Lal, Mast Ram, Kamlesh 
Kumar, Jagdish Chand, Nand Lal, Ghanshyam, Milap Singh, Balwant Singh, Padam 
Nath and Tulsi etc. were engaged. In addition to it 411 other junior workers were 
retained. Fictional breaks were given to him so that he could not complete 240 days in a 
year. The action of the respondent is stated to be in violation of the provisions of 
Sections 25-B, 25-F, 25-G and 25-H of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter 
referred to as ‘the Act’ for short). He is unemployed till date. Hence, the petition 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 
account of delay and laches. The contents of the petition were denied on merits. 
However, it is asserted that the petitioner had worked intermittently as a daily waged 
beldar with respondent No. 2 w.e.f. November, 1997 to November, 1999. He had 
only worked for 51 days in the year 1997, 169 days in the year 1998 and for 11 
days in the year 1999. The services of the petitioner had never been terminated by the 
respondents. He himself had left the work of his own sweet will. It is denied that the 
petitioner had made oral as well as written requests to the respondents for re-
engagement. He had only raised the demand notice in the year 2015, which was 
responded to by the respondents. Only those workers have been regularized by the 
department who had completed the requisite criteria for regularization as per the 
Government policy. It is denied that 411 junior workers had been regularized by the 
respondents. No fictional breaks had ever been given to the petitioner. He had never 
completed 240 days in any calendar year. So, there was no need to serve any notice 
upon him under Section 25-F of the Act. Since the petitioner had left the job of his own 
free volition, there is no violation of the provisions of Sections 25-G and 25-H of the 
Act by the respondents. The petitioner is gainfully employed, being an agriculturist. 
Hence, it is prayed that the claim 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. 
 
 5. Out of the pleadings of the parties, the following issues were settled for 
determination and adjudication by this Court vide order dated 26-6-2018: 
 
 1. Whether termination of services of the petitioner by the respondents during 

Nov., 1999 is/was legal and justified as alleged?   .  . OPP. 
 
 2. If issue No. 1 is proved in affirmative, to what service benefits the petitioner is 

entitled to?  . .OPP. 
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 3. Whether the claim petition is not maintainable in the present form as 

alleged?   .  . OPR. 
 
 4. Whether the claim petition is bad on account of delay and laches on the part 

of petitioner as alleged?   . .OPR. 
 
 Relief. 
 
 6. Thereafter, the parties to the list 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 respondents 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 : Lump sum compensation of `35,000/- 
 
 Issue No. 3 : No 
 
 Issue No. 4 : No 
 
 Relief. : Petition is partly allowed awarding lump sum 

compensation of `35,000/- per operative part of the 
award. 

 
REASONS FOR FINDINGS 

 
Issues No.1, 2 and 4 : 
 
 9. 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. 
 
 10. The petitioner, namely, Shri Jagdish Chand 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 admitted that he had only worked for 51 days in the 
year 1997, 169 days in the year 1998 and for 11 days in the year 1999. He also 
admitted that he had not worked in the department in the months of October, 1997, 
March & April, 1998, June to August, 1998 and from January to September, 1999 & 
December, 1999. He denied that he had never been disengaged by the department. He 
also denied that he himself had left the job of his own sweet will. He had given in writing 
to the department in the years 1999, 2001, 2004, 2006, 2007, 2009, 2011 and 2013 
to re-engage him. He was categorical that he cannot produce any document in this 
regard. He also admitted that he had raised the demand notice in the year 2015. He 
denied that after the year 1998 he had left the job of his own free volition. He denied 
that he had not worked for 240 days in any year. However, he admitted that he cannot 
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produce any document to show that he had worked continuously for 240 days in a 
year. He owns land, which he cultivates. He denied that he was making a phoney 
statement. 
 
 11. Conversely, Shri Vinod Kumar Sharma (respondent No. 2) testified as 
RW1. In his affidavit Ex. RW1/A filed as per Order 18 Rule 4 of the Code of Civil 
Procedure, he corroborated on oath the contents of the reply filed by the respondents. 
 
 In the cross-examination, he admitted that the petitioner had worked as a 
daily wager from the year 1997 uptil the year 1999. Volunteered that, he had worked 
for 51 days in the year 1997, 169 days in the year 1998 and for 11 days in the year 
1999. He specifically denied that the petitioner had completed 240 days in a calendar 
year. He also denied that fictional breaks were given to the petitioner by the 
department so that he could not complete 240 days. Further he denied that the 
petitioner had been disengaged by the department after November, 1999. He clearly 
denied that thereafter the petitioner orally as well as in writing had requested the 
department to re-engage him. He admitted that the department has prepared the seniority 
list of the workers, which is Ex.RW1/C on the file. He also admitted that as per 
Ex.RW1/C workers, namely, S/Sh. Roshan Lal, Besar Singh, Balwant, Sunil Kumar, 
Surinder Kumar, Jagdish Chand, Nand Lal and Balwant Singh had been engaged by the 
department after the disengagement of the petitioner and that they are still working 
continuously with the department and have also been regularized. Further, he 
admitted that Ex.RW1/B had been issued by the department. 
 
 12. Ex.RW1/B is the copy of details of working of the petitioner in B&R Sub 
Division, HPPWD Baldwara. 
 
 13. Ex.RW1/C is the copy of detail of working days of Class-IV daily waged 
workers who have completed eight years and more service as on 31-3-2008 screened 
by the Screening Committee. 
 
 14. It is an admitted fact that the services of the petitioner were engaged as a 
daily waged beldar by the respondents and that he had worked with respondent No. 2. 
The petitioner as per his evidence claimed that he had worked continuously from the 
year 1997 uptil the year, 1999. However, the respondents have taken the stand that the 
petitioner had worked intermittently with respondent No. 2 for 51 days in the year 
1997, 169 days in the year 1998 and for 11 days in the year 1999. The details of 
working of the petitioner has been produced on record by the respondents as Ex. 
RW1/B. It appears to have not been disputed by the petitioner, as it was merely 
suggested by the petitioner to respondent No. 2 that Ex.RW1/B had been issued by the 
department. He admitted the suggestion. It was nowhere suggested to respondent No.2 
that the working details above-mentioned was not factually correct. As per the working 
details Ex.RW1/B, the petitioner had only worked for 51 days in the year 1997 i.e. 25 
days in November, 1997 & 26 days in December, 1997, 169 days in the year 1998 i.e. 24 
days in the month of January, 28 days in February, 29 days in May, 26 days in 
September, 27 days in October, 17 days in November & 18 days in December, 1998 and 
for 11 days in the month of November, 1999. The claimant/petitioner has not placed or 
exhibited on record any document to show that he had continuously worked from the 
year 1997 uptil the year 1999, as claimed. 
 
 15. The version of the petitioner is that his services were wrongly and illegally 
terminated by the respondents in the month of November, 1999. While denying the 



 

 

3105jkti=] fgekpy izns'k] 02 flrEcj] 2021@11 Hkknzin] 1943         
said fact, the respondents have pleaded that the petitioner, who had worked 
intermittently, had left the job of his own accord and free volition. 
 
 16. It is well known that abandonment has to be proved by the employer 
like any other fact. Therefore, the burden of proving of abandonment is upon the 
respondent. It has been laid down by our own Hon’ble High Court in case titled as 
Narain Singh vs. The State of Himachal Pradesh & Ors., 2016 (3) Him L.R. 1875 that 
voluntarily abandonment of work by a workman is required to be established by way of 
cogent and reliable evidence by the employer. Similarly, in case titled as State of 
Himachal Pradesh & another vs. Shri Partap Singh, 2017 (1) Him L.R. 286, it has been 
held by our own Hon’ble High Court that abandonment is not to be lightly presumed, but 
it has to be unequivocally proved by the employer. Simply because a workman fails to 
report for duty, it cannot be presumed that he has left/abandoned the job. Mere 
statement of Shri Vinod Kumar Sharma, (RW1) alleging that the workman had 
abandoned the services is entirely insufficient to discharge the said onus. Admittedly, 
no disciplinary proceedings were initiated against the petitioner by the respondents 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 respondents. In the present case as it emerges from the evidence on 
record, so was not done by the respondents. 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 respondents/employer is not established. 
 
 17. Now the question: Whether in terminating the services of the petitioner, 
the respondents are proved to have violated the provisions of Section 25-F of the 
Act. The answer, to my thinking, is in the negative in view of the material on record. 
 
 18. 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. In R.M. Yellatty vs. Assistant Executive Engineer, 
(2006) 1 SCC 106, it has been laid by the Hon’ble Supreme Court that the burden of 
proof is on the claimant to show that he had worked for 240 days in a given year. 
 
 19. 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 240 days in a block of twelve calendar months anterior  
to the date of his alleged termination, which as per the reference took place in the month 
of November, 1999. No mandays chart of the petitioner is there on the file to establish 
that he had worked continuously for a period of 240 days in a block of twelve calendar 
months prior to the date of his alleged termination, as envisaged under Section 25-B 
of the Act. The petitioner while under cross-examination categorically admitted that he 
cannot produce any document evidencing that he had continuously worked for 240 
days in a year. Then, it is evident from the working details of the petitioner, 
Ex.RW1/B that he had only worked for a total of 231 days from the month of 
November, 1997 uptil November, 1999. It has been laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme 
Court in case titled as Mohd. Ali vs. State of Himachal Pradesh and Ors., (2019) 1 
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SCC (L&S) 138 that when the workman had not worked for the required 240 days of 
working in the period of twelve calendar months preceding the date of dismissal, he is 
not entitled to take the benefits of the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act. Therefore, 
the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act are not attracted in this case. 
 
 20. Ex.RW1/C is a seniority list of beldar category workmen. It is an admitted 
document on the part of the respondents. Shri Vinod Kumar Sharma (RW1) categorically 
admitted in his cross-examination that the department has placed the seniority list of 
workers on the file as Ex.RW1/C. This seniority list of beldar category gains 
significance. The name of Shri Puran Chand figures at serial No. 67 of the list. He as 
per this list was appointed by the respondents in B&R Sub Division Baldwara in 
January, 1998. The names of workers figuring at serial Nos. 65, 66 and 68 to 140 and 
272 to 363 were also appointed by the respondents in B&R Divisions Sarkaghat and 
Baldwara in between January, 1998 to October, 1999. This list gives the year-wise 
working details of the above mentioned workers uptil the year 2007. The date of 
initial appointment of the petitioner as per the Ex.RW1/B is November, 1997. This 
indicates that persons junior to the petitioner had been serving the respondents/ 
department even after the disengagement of the petitioner, which as per the reference 
took place in November, 1999. To my mind, the latter have failed to adhere to the 
principle of ‘last come first go’. Retaining the juniors at the cost of the senior is 
nothing but unfair labour practice. 
 
 21. No only this, Shri Vinod Kumar Sharma (RW1) in his cross-examination 
admitted that S/Shri Roshan Lal, Besar Singh, Balwant, Sunil Kumar, Surender Kumar, 
Jagdish Chand, Nand Lal and Balwant Singh etc., who all were engaged by the 
department after the disengagement of the petitioner, are still continuously working 
with the department and have also been regularized. It, thus, shows that new/fresh 
hands were engaged by the respondents. There is nothing on the file to establish that at 
the time of engaging new/fresh hands or retaining the persons junior to the petitioner, 
any opportunity of re-employment was afforded to him (petitioner). 
 
 22. Such being the situation, I have no hesitation to conclude that the 
respondents have contravened the provisions of Sections 25-G and 25-H of the Act. The 
termination of the services of the petitioner is illegal and unjustified. 
 

 23. Faced with the situation, the learned Deputy District Attorney for the 
respondents contended that there being an inordinate delay in the steps taken by the 
petitioner for the redressal of his grievance, his claim suffers from the vice of delay 
and laches, which disentitles him to the relief(s) he has prayed for. This contention, to 
my thinking, appears to be ill conceived. The question of delay and laches was 
considered by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in case titled as Ajayab  Singh vs. Sirhind  
Co-operative Marketing-cum-Processing Society Limited and Another, (1999) 6 SCC 
82, wherein it was inter-alia held: 
 

 “The provisions of Article 137 of Limitation Act, 1963 are not applicable to the 
proceeding under the ID Act. The relief under the ID Act cannot be denied 
merely on the ground of delay. The plea of delay if raised by the employer is 
required to be proved as a matter of fact by showing the real prejudice and not 
as a merely hypothetical defence. No reference to the Labour Court can be 
generally questioned on the ground of delay alone”. 

 
 24. In view of the aforesaid binding precedent, it cannot be said that the 
petition is hit by the vice of delay and laches. Of course, the delay in raising the 
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industrial dispute by a workman can be taken into account by the Court while granting 
the relief(s) claimed. The observations made by our own Hon’ble High Court in case 
titled as Liaq Ram vs. State of H.P. and ors., 2012 (2) Him. L.R. (FB) 580 (majority 
view) will also be advantageous on this aspect of the matter. 
 
 25. In case titled as Assistant Engineer Rajasthan Development Corporation and 
another vs. Geetam Singh reported in 2013 (136) FLR 893 (SC), it was held by the 
Hon’ble Supreme Court that before exercising its judicial discretion, the Labour Court 
has to keep in view all relevant factors including  the mode and manner of appointment, 
nature of employment, length of service, the ground on which termination has been set 
aside and the delay in raising industrial dispute before grant of relief in an industrial 
dispute. It was also observed that the workman had worked for 286 days and had raised 
industrial dispute in the year 1992, whereas his services had been terminated in the 
year 1986 and had raised industrial dispute after six years. It was held that though the 
compensation awarded by the Single Judge of the Hon’ble High Court was too low and 
liable to be enhanced by the Division Bench, but surely reinstatement of the workman 
in the facts and circumstances was not the appropriate relief and thus a lump-sum 
of Rs.1 lakh along-with interest @ 9% per annum had been awarded. Recently, in 
case titled as Deputy Executive Engineer vs. Kuberbhai Kanjibhai 2019 (160) FLR 
651, by relying upon the cases of  Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited vs. Bhurumal 
(2014) 7 SCC 177 and District Development Officer & another vs. Satish 
Kantilal Amerelia  2018 (156) FLR 266 (SC), it has been held by the Hon’ble Supreme 
Court that where the workman had worked as a daily wager or muster roll 
employee hardly for a few years and where the dispute had been raised by him almost 
after 15 years of his alleged termination, he was held entitled only for lump sum 
monetary compensation in full and final satisfaction of his claim of reinstatement and 
other consequential benefits. Similarly, in case titled as State of Uttarakhand & Anr. 
vs. Raj Kumar, 2019 (160)  FLR 791, the Hon’ble Supreme Court has held that 
where a daily wager has worked for about a year and a dispute was raised by him after 
25 years of the alleged termination, he had no right to claim regularization and was 
only entitled to lump sum monetary compensation in full and final satisfaction of his 
claim of reinstatement and consequential benefits. In the case on hand before this 
Court, the factors which have weighed are that the petitioner in all remained 
engaged for about ten months and had actually worked for 231 days as per the 
details of the working of the petitioner on record and that his services were 
disengaged in November, 1999, who had worked as non- skilled worker and had raised 
the industrial dispute by the issuance of demand notice after about more than fifteen 
years i.e. demand notice was given on 10-6-2015. Although, the petitioner has claimed 
that from time to time he had approached the respondents for being re-engaged, but in 
this regard there is no document placed on the file. Taking into consideration the 
factors mentioned above and the precedents laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme Court 
in the aforementioned cases, the petitioner is not entitled for reinstatement or for back 
wages, but only for a lump sum compensation. 
 
 26. In view of the discussion and findings arrived at by me above, a lump-sum 
compensation of `35,000/- (Rupees thirty five thousand only) would be an 
appropriate relief to which the petitioner is entitled to in the facts and circumstances of 
the given case. It is further made clear that the amount of compensation shall be paid 
within four months from the date of receipt of Award, failing which the petitioner would 
be entitled to interest @ 6% per annum from date of Award till its realization. Issues     
No. 1 and 2 are answered and decided accordingly, while issue No. 4 is decided against 
the respondents and in favour of the petitioner. 
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Issue No. 3 : 
 
 27. It has not been shown by the respondents 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 respondents at the time of 
arguments. Otherwise also, from the pleadings and evidence on record, it cannot be   
said that the petition/statement of claim is not maintainable. Hence, this issue is decided 
against the respondents and in favour of the petitioner. 
 
Relief : 
 
 28. In the light of what has been discussed hereinabove while recording the 
findings on the issues supra, the respondents are hereby directed to pay a compensation 
of `35,000/- (Rupees thirty five thousand only) to the petitioner in lieu of the 
reinstatement, back wages, seniority and past service benefits. Amount of compensation 
so awarded shall be paid by the respondents to the petitioner within four months from the 
date of receipt of Award failing which the respondents shall be liable to pay interest @ 
6% per annum on the said amount from the date of award till realization/deposit of the 
amount. 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 3rd day of May, 2021. 
 
 

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. : 655/2016 
 
  Date of Institution : 12-9-2016 
 
  Date of Decision : 03-5-2021 
 
 Shri Daulat Ram s/o Shri Ganga Ram, r/o Village Sarnota, P.O. Balda, Tehsil 
Sarkaghat, District Mandi, H.P.  . .Petitioner. 
 

Versus 
 
 1. The Superintending Engineer, H.P.P.W.D. 1st Circle, Mandi, District Mandi, H.P. 
 
 2. The Executive Engineer, B&R Division, H.P.P.W.D. Sarkaghat, District 
Mandi, H.P.  . .Respondents. 
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Reference under Section 10 (1) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 

 
 For the Petitioner : Sh. S.S. Sippy, AR 
 
 For the Respondent(s)  : Sh. Anil Sharma, Dy. D.A. 
 

AWARD 
 
 The below given reference has been received from the appropriate Government for 
adjudication: 
 
 “Whether alleged termination of the services of Shri Daulat Ram s/o        

Shri Ganga Ram, r/o Village Sarnota, P.O. Balda, Tehsil Sarkaghat, District 
Mandi, H.P. during February,   1996   by   (i)   the   Superintending   Engineer, 
H.P.P.W.D. 1st Circle, Mandi, District Mandi, H.P. who has worked as beldar on 
daily wages basis only for 69 and 52 days during the years 1995 and 1996  
respectively and has raised his industrial dispute vide demand notice dated 10-06-
2015 after delay  of more than 19 years, without complying with the provisions 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is legal and justified? If not, keeping in view 
of working period stated above and delay of more than 19 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 employers/ 
management?” 

 
 2. In pursuance to the reference the petitioner has averred in the statement of 
claim that he had worked with respondent No. 2 in B&R Sub Division, Baldwara as a 
daily waged beldar in the years 1997-1998. His services were orally dispensed with 
by the respondents on the pretext of lack of funds/budget. However, he was assured 
that he would be called to work, as and when funds/budget were available. But, he was 
never called again thereafter. He had approached the respondents time and again for 
his re-engagement, but without success. No notice had been served upon him nor any 
retrenchment compensation had been paid. Persons junior to him and also new 
workers, namely, S/Sh. Ramesh Chand, Mehar Singh, Manohar Lal, Karam Singh, 
Jiwan Lal, Baldev Chand, Duni Chand, Sunil Kumar, Roop Lal, Mast Ram, Kamlesh 
Kumar, Jagdish Chand, Nand Lal, Ghanshyam, Milap Singh, Balwant Singh, Padam 
Nath and Tulsi etc. were engaged. In addition to it 411 other junior workers were 
retained. Fictional breaks were given to him so that he could not complete 240 days in a 
year. The action of the respondent is stated to be in violation of the provisions of 
Sections 25-B, 25-F, 25-G and 25-H of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter 
referred to as ‘the Act’ for short). He is unemployed till date. Hence, the petition 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 
account of delay and laches. The contents of the petition were denied on merits. 
However, it is asserted that the petitioner had worked intermittently as a daily waged 
beldar with respondent No. 2 w.e.f. September, 1995 to February, 1996. He had only 
worked for 69 days in the year 1995 and for 52 days in the year 1996. The services 
of the petitioner had never been terminated by the respondents. He himself had left 
the work of his own sweet will. It is denied that the petitioner had made oral as well as 
written requests to the respondents for re-engagement. He had only raised the demand 
notice in the year 2015, which was responded to by the respondents. Only those 
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workers have been regularized by the department who had completed the requisite 
criteria for regularization as per the Government policy. It is denied that 411 junior 
workers had been regularized by the respondents. No fictional breaks had ever been 
given to the petitioner. He had never completed 240 days in any calendar year. So, 
there was no need to serve any notice upon him under Section 25-F of the Act. Since 
the petitioner had left the job of his own free volition, there is no violation of the 
provisions of Sections 25-G and 25-H of the Act by the respondents. The petitioner 
is gainfully employed, being an agriculturist. Hence, it is prayed that the claim 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. 
 
 5. Out of the pleadings of the parties, the following issues were settled for 
determination and adjudication by this Court vide order dated 26-6-2018: 
 
 1. Whether termination of services of the petitioner by the respondents 

during February, 1996 is/was legal and justified as alleged?   . .OPP. 
 
 2. If issue No. 1 is proved in affirmative, to what service benefits the petitioner is 

entitled to?  . .OPP. 
 
 3. Whether the claim petition is not maintainable in the present form as 

alleged?   .  . OPR. 
 
 4. Whether the claim petition is bad on account of delay and laches on the part 

of petitioner as alleged?   . .OPR. 
 
 Relief. 
 
 6. Thereafter, the parties to the list 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 respondents 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 : Lump sum compensation of ` 25,000/- 

 
 Issue No. 3 : No 

 
 Issue No. 4 : No 

 
 Relief. : Petition is partly allowed awarding lump sum 

compensation of ` 25,000/- per operative part of the 
award. 
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REASONS FOR FINDINGS 

 
Issues No.1, 2 and 4: 
 
 9. 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. 
 
 10. The petitioner, namely, Shri Daulat 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 admitted that he had only worked for 69 days in 
the year 1995 and for 52 days in the year 1996. He also admitted that he had not 
worked in the department in the years 1997 and 1998. He denied that he had never 
been disengaged by the department. He also denied that he himself had left the job of his 
own sweet will. He had given in writing to the department in the years 1999, 2001, 
2004, 2006, 2007, 2009, 2011 and 2013 to re-engage him. He was categorical that he 
cannot produce any document in this regard. He also admitted that he had raised the 
demand notice in the year 2015. He denied that after the year 1998 he had left the job 
of his own free volition. He denied that he had not worked for 240 days in any year. 
However, he admitted that he cannot produce any document to show that he had 
worked continuously for 240 days in a year. He owns land, which he cultivates. He 
denied that he was making a phoney statement. 
 
 11. Conversely, Shri Vinod Kumar Sharma (respondent No.2) testified as 
RW1. In his affidavit Ex. RW1/A filed as per Order 18 Rule 4 of the Code of Civil 
Procedure, he corroborated on oath the contents of the reply filed by the respondents. 
 
 In the cross-examination, he denied that the petitioner had worked as a daily 
wager in the years 1997 to 1998. Volunteered that, he had only worked for 69 days in 
the year 1995 and for 52 days in the year 1996. He specifically denied that the 
petitioner had completed 240 days in a calendar year. He also denied that fictional 
breaks were given to the petitioner by the department so that he could not 
complete 240 days. Further he denied that the petitioner had been disengaged by 
the department after November, 1998. He clearly denied that thereafter the 
petitioner orally as well as in writing had requested the department to re-engage him. 
He admitted that the department has prepared the seniority list of the workers, which 
is Ex.RW1/C on the file. He also admitted that as per Ex.RW1/C workers, namely, S/Sh. 
Roshan Lal, Besar Singh, Balwant, Sunil Kumar, Surinder Kumar, Jagdish Chand, Nand 
Lal and Balwant Singh had been engaged by the department after the 
disengagement of the petitioner and that they are still working continuously with the 
department and have also been regularized. Further, he admitted that Ex.RW1/B had 
been issued by the department. 

 
 12. Ex.RW1/B is the copy of details of working of the petitioner in B&R Sub 
Division, HPPWD Baldwara. 

 
 13. Ex.RW1/C is the copy of detail of working days of Class-IV daily waged 
workers who have completed eight years and more service as on 31-3-2008 screened 
by the Screening Committee. 
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 14. It is an admitted fact that the services of the petitioner were engaged as a 
daily waged beldar by the respondents and that  he  had worked with respondent No. 2. 
The petitioner as per his evidence claimed that he had worked continuously from the 
year 1997 uptil the year, 1998. However, the respondents have taken the stand that the 
petitioner had worked intermittently with respondent no.2 for 69 days in the year 1995 and 
for 52 days in the year 1996. The details of working of the petitioner has been 
produced on record by the respondents as Ex. RW1/B. It appears to have not been 
disputed by the petitioner, as it was merely suggested by the petitioner to respondent No. 
2 that Ex.RW1/B had been issued by the department. He admitted the suggestion. It was 
nowhere suggested to respondent No. 2 that the working details above-mentioned was not 
factually correct. As per the working details Ex.RW1/B, the petitioner had only worked 
for 69 days in the year 1995 i.e. 24 days in September, 1995, 26 days in October, 
1995 and 19 days in November, 1995 and for 52 days in the year 1998 i.e. 25 days in 
the month of January, 1996 and 27 days in the month of February, 1996. The 
petitioner in his cross-examination also clearly admitted that he had worked in the 
department from September, 1995 to February, 1996. He was also categorical that he 
had worked for 69 days in the year 1995 and for 52 days in the year 1996. He also 
clearly admitted the suggestion put to him by the respondents that he had not 
worked in the department in the years 1997 and 1998. 
 
 15. The version of the petitioner is that his services were wrongly and illegally 
terminated by the respondents. As per the reference such termination of the petitioner 
took place in the month of February, 1996. While denying the said fact, the 
respondents have pleaded that the petitioner, who had worked intermittently, had left the 
job of his own accord and free volition. 
 
 16. It is well known that abandonment has to be proved by the employer 
like any other fact. Therefore, the burden of proving of abandonment is upon the 
respondent. It has been laid down by our own Hon’ble High Court in case titled as 
Narain Singh vs. The State of Himachal  Pradesh  &  Ors.,  2016  (3)  Him  L.R.  1875  
that voluntarily abandonment of work by a workman is required to be established by way 
of cogent and reliable evidence by the employer. Similarly, in case titled as  State of 
Himachal Pradesh & another vs. Shri Partap Singh, 2017 (1) Him L.R. 286, it 
has been held by our own Hon’ble High Court that abandonment is not to be 
lightly presumed, but it has to be unequivocally proved by the employer. Simply 
because a workman fails to report for duty, it cannot be presumed that he has 
left/abandoned the job. Mere statement of Shri Vinod Kumar Sharma, (RW1) 
alleging that the workman had abandoned the services is entirely insufficient to 
discharge the said onus. Admittedly, no disciplinary proceedings were initiated against 
the petitioner by the respondents 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 respondents. In the present 
case as it emerges from the evidence on record, so was not done by the respondents. 
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 respondents/employer is not 
established. 
 
 17. Now the question: Whether in terminating the services of the petitioner, 
the respondents are proved to have violated the provisions of Section 25-F of the 
Act. The answer, to my thinking, is in the negative in view of the material on record. 
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 18. 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. In R. M. Yellatty vs. Assistant Executive Engineer, 
(2006)  1 SCC 106, it has been laid by the Hon’ble Supreme Court that the burden of 
proof is on the claimant to show that he had worked for 240 days in a given year. 
 
 19. 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 240 days in a block of twelve calendar months anterior  
to the date of his alleged termination, which as per the reference took place in the month 
of February, 1996. No mandays chart of the petitioner is there on the file to establish 
that he had worked continuously for a period of 240 days in a block of twelve calendar 
months prior to the date of his alleged termination, as envisaged under Section 25-B 
of the Act. The petitioner while under cross-examination categorically admitted that he 
cannot produce any document evidencing that he had continuously worked for 240 
days in a year. Then, it is evident from the working details of the petitioner, 
Ex.RW1/B that he had only worked for a total of 121 days from the month of 
September, 1995 uptil February, 1996. It has been laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme 
Court in case titled as Mohd. Ali vs. State of Himachal Pradesh and Ors., (2019) 1 
SCC (L&S) 138 that when the workman had not worked for the required 240 days of 
working in the period of twelve calendar months preceding the date of dismissal, he is 
not entitled to take the benefits of the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act. Therefore, 
the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act are not attracted in this case. 
 
 20. Ex.RW1/C is a seniority list of beldar category workmen. It is an admitted 
document on the part of the respondents. Shri Vinod Kumar Sharma (RW1) categorically 
admitted in his cross-examination that the department has placed the seniority list of 
workers on the file as Ex.RW1/C. This seniority list of beldar category gains 
significance. The name of Shri Nand Lal figures at serial no. 26 of the list. He as per this  
list was appointed by the respondents in B&R Sub Division Baldwara in January, 
1996. The names of workers figuring at serial Nos. 23 to 25 were also appointed 
by the respondents in B&R Division Sarkaghat in November and December, 1995 and 
January, 1996 respectively. This list gives the year-wise working details of the above 
mentioned workers uptil the year 2007. The date of initial appointment of the 
petitioner as per the Ex.RW1/B is September, 1995. This indicates that persons junior 
to the petitioner had been serving the respondents/department even after the 
disengagement of the petitioner, which as per the reference took place in February, 
1996. To my mind, the latter have failed to adhere to the principle of ‘last come first 
go’. Retaining the juniors at the cost of the senior is nothing but unfair labour 
practice. 
 
 21. No only this, Shri Vinod Kumar Sharma (RW1) in his cross-examination 
admitted that S/Shri Roshan Lal, Besar Singh, Balwant, Sunil Kumar, Surender Kumar, 
Jagdish Chand, Nand Lal and Balwant Singh etc., who all were engaged by the 
department after the disengagement of the petitioner, are still continuously working 
with the department and have also been regularized. It, thus, shows that new/fresh 
hands were engaged by the respondents. There is nothing on the file to establish that at 
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the time of engaging new/fresh hands or retaining the persons junior to the petitioner, 
any opportunity of re-employment was afforded to him (petitioner). 
 
 22. Such being the situation, I have no hesitation to conclude that the 
respondents have contravened the provisions of Sections 25-G and 25-H of the Act. The 
termination of the services of the petitioner is illegal and unjustified. 
 
 23. Faced with the situation, the learned Deputy District Attorney for the 
respondents contended that there being an inordinate delay in the steps taken by the 
petitioner for the redressal of his grievance, his claim suffers from the vice of delay 
and laches, which disentitles him to the relief(s) he has prayed for. This contention, to 
my thinking, appears to be ill conceived. The question of delay and laches was 
considered by  the Hon’ble Supreme Court in case titled as Ajayab Singh vs. Sirhind 
Co-operative Marketing-cum-Processing Society Limited and Another,  (1999) 6 SCC 82, 
wherein it was inter-alia held: 
 
 “The provisions of Article 137 of Limitation Act, 1963 are not applicable to the 

proceeding under the ID Act. The relief under the ID Act cannot be denied 
merely on the ground of delay. The plea of delay if raised by the employer is 
required to be proved as a matter of fact by showing the real prejudice and not 
as a merely hypothetical defence. No reference to the Labour Court can be 
generally questioned on the ground of delay alone”. 

 
 24. In view of the aforesaid binding precedent, it cannot be said that the 
petition is hit by the vice of delay and laches. Of course, the delay in raising the 
industrial dispute by a workman can be taken into account by the Court while granting 
the relief(s) claimed. The observations made by our own Hon’ble High Court in case 
titled as Liaq Ram vs. State of H.P.  and ors., 2012 (2) Him. L.R.(FB) 580 (majority 
view) will also be advantageous on this aspect of the matter. 
 
 25. In case titled as Assistant Engineer Rajasthan Development  Corporation 
and another vs. Geetam Singh reported in 2013 (136) FLR  893 (SC), it was held by 
the Hon’ble Supreme Court that before exercising its judicial discretion, the Labour 
Court has to keep in view all relevant factors including the mode and manner of 
appointment, nature of employment, length of service, the ground on which 
termination has been set aside and the delay in raising industrial dispute before grant of 
relief in an industrial dispute. It was also observed that the workman had worked for 286 
days and had raised industrial dispute in the year 1992, whereas his services had 
been terminated in the year 1986 and had raised industrial dispute after six years. It 
was held that though the compensation awarded by the Single Judge of the Hon’ble 
High Court was too low and liable to be enhanced by the Division Bench, but surely 
reinstatement of the workman in the facts and circumstances was not the appropriate 
relief and thus a lump-sum of Rs.1 lakh along-with interest @ 9% per annum had 
been awarded. Recently, in case titled as Deputy Executive Engineer vs.  
Kuberbhai Kanjibhai 2019 (160) FLR 651, by relying upon the cases of  Bharat 
Sanchar Nigam Limited vs. Bhurumal (2014) 7 SCC 177 and District 
Development Officer & another vs. Satish Kantilal Amerelia 2018 (156) FLR 266 
(SC), it has been held by the Hon’ble Supreme Court that where the workman had 
worked as a daily wager or muster roll employee hardly for a few years and where the 
dispute had been raised by him almost after 15 years of his alleged termination, he was 
held entitled only for lump sum monetary compensation in full and final satisfaction of 
his claim of reinstatement and other consequential benefits. Similarly, in case titled 
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as State of Uttarakhand & Anr. vs. Raj Kumar, 2019 (160)  FLR 791, the Hon’ble 
Supreme Court has held that where a daily wager has worked for about a year and a 
dispute was raised by him after 25 years of the alleged termination, he had no right to 
claim regularization and was only entitled to lump sum monetary compensation in full 
and final satisfaction of his claim of reinstatement and consequential benefits. In the 
case on hand before this Court, the factors which have weighed are that the petitioner 
in all remained engaged for about five months and had actually worked for 121 days as 
per the details of the working of the petitioner on record and that his services were 
disengaged in February, 1996, who had worked as non-skilled worker and had raised 
the industrial dispute by the issuance of demand notice after about more than nineteen 
years i.e. demand notice was given on 10-6-2015. Although, the petitioner has claimed 
that from time to time he had approached the respondents for being re-engaged, but in 
this regard there is no document placed on the file. Taking into consideration the 
factors mentioned above and the precedents laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme Court 
in the aforementioned cases, the petitioner is not entitled for reinstatement or for back 
wages, but only for a lump sum compensation. 
 

 26. In view of the discussion and findings arrived at by me above, a lump-sum 
compensation of `25,000/- (Rupees twenty five thousand only) would be an 
appropriate relief to which the petitioner is entitled to in the facts and circumstances 
of the given case. It is further made clear that the amount of compensation shall be paid 
within four months from the date of receipt of Award, failing which the petitioner would 
be entitled to interest @ 6% per annum from date of Award till its realization. Issues    
No. 1 and 2 are answered and decided accordingly, while issue no.4 is decided against 
the respondents and in favour of the petitioner. 
 

Issue No. 3 : 
 

 27. It has not been shown by the respondents 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 respondents at the time of 
arguments. Otherwise also, from the pleadings and evidence on record, it cannot be 
said that the petition/statement of claim is not maintainable. Hence, this issue is decided 
against the respondents and in favour of the petitioner. 
 

Relief : 
 

 28. In the light of what has been discussed hereinabove while recording the 
findings on the issues supra, the respondents are hereby directed to pay a compensation 
of ` 25,000/- (Rupees twenty five thousand only) to the petitioner in lieu of the 
reinstatement, back wages, seniority and past service benefits. Amount of compensation 
so awarded shall be paid by the respondents to the petitioner within four months from the 
date of receipt of Award failing which the respondents shall be liable to pay interest @ 
6% per annum on the said amount from the date of award till realization/deposit of the 
amount. 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 3rd day of May, 2021. 
 

Sd/- 
(YOGESH JASWAL), 

Presiding Judge, 
Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal,  

Kangra at Dharamshala, H.P. 



 3116        jkti=] fgekpy izns'k] 02 flrEcj] 2021@11 Hkknzin] 1943         
c vnkyr Jh fot; dqekj] lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh] cStukFk] ftyk dkaxM+k 

 ¼fg0 iz0½ 
 
 

 Jh Shyam Lal s/o Late Sh. Dhudu Ram, r/o Kotli, P.O. Guneher, rglhy cStukFk] ftyk 
dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½A            
 

 
cuke 

 
vke turk  

 
izkFkZuk&i= tsj /kkjk 13¼3½ tUe ,oa e`R;q iathdj.k vf/kfu;e] 1969 ds vUrxZrA 
 

Jh Shyam Lal s/o Late Sh. Dhudu Ram, r/o Kotli, P.O. Guneher, rglhy cStukFk] ftyk 
dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½ us bl vnkyr esa izkFkZuk&i= xqtkjk gS fd mlds firk Sh. Dhudu Ram dh e`R;q 
fnukad 02&03&2013 dks gqbZ Fkh] tksfd lEcfU/kr iapk;r@uxj iapk;r ds fjdkMZ esa iathÑr u gSA  

 
vr% bl uksfVl ds ek/;e ls loZlk/kkj.k dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd ;fn fdlh O;fDr dks 

mijksDr iathdj.k ds ckjs esa dksbZ mtj@,rjkt gks rks og fnukad 03&09&2021 ;k blls igys lqcg   
10-00 cts bl U;k;ky; esa vlkyru ;k odkyru gkftj vkdj mtj@,rjkt is'k dj ldrk gS vU;Fkk 
mijksDr e`R;q dk iathdj.k djus ds vkns'k ns fn;s tk;saxsA mlds mijkUr dksbZ ,rjkt u lquk tk;sxkA 
  
 vkt fnukad 30&07&2021 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh gqvkA 
 
eksgjA    gLrk{kfjr@& 
    lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh] 

 cSStukFk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½A 
&&&&&&&&&& 

 
c vnkyr dk;Zdkjh n.Mkf/kdkjh f}rh; Js.kh] cStukFk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½ 

 
 

 Jh jkts'k dqekj lqiq= Jh 'ksj flag] fuoklh oNksy] Mkd?kj pkSchu] rglhy cStukFk] ftyk dkaxM+k 
¼fg0 iz0½A            
 

 
cuke 

 
vke turk  

 
izkFkZuk&i= tsj /kkjk 13¼3½ tUe ,oa e`R;q iathdj.k vf/kfu;e] 1969- 
 

Jh jkts'k dqekj lqiq= Jh 'ksj flag] fuoklh oNksy] Mkd?kj pkSchu] rglhy cStukFk] ftyk dkaxM+k 
¼fg0 iz0½ us bl vnkyr esa izkFkZuk&i= xqtkjk gS fd mldk tUe fnukad 15&06&2021 dks pkSchu 
cStukFk esa gqvk Fkk] tksfd iapk;r@uxj iapk;r ds fjdkMZ esa iathd`r u gSA  

 
vr% bl uksfVl ds ek/;e ls loZlk/kkj.k dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd ;fn fdlh O;fDr dks 

mijksDr tUe ds iathdj.k ckjs esa dksbZ mtj@,rjkt gks rks og fnukad 04&09&2021 dks lqcg 10-00 
cts bl U;k;ky; esa vlkyru ;k odkyru gkftj vkdj mtj@,rjkt is'k dj ldrk gS] vU;Fkk 
mijksDr tUe ds iathdj.k djus ds vkns'k ns fn, tk,axsA mlds mijkUr fdlh Hkh izdkj dk dksbZ ,rjkt 
u lquk tk,xkA 
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  vkt fnukad 24&07&2021 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj }kjk tkjh gqvkA 
 
eksgjA    gLrk{kfjr@& 
    dk;Zdkjh n.Mkf/kdkjh f}rh; Js.kh] 

 cSStukFk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½A 
&&&&&&&&&& 

 
c vnkyr lqeu /kheku rglhynkj ,oe~ dk;Zdkjh n.Mkf/kdkjh] rglhy [kqf.M;ka] 

ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½ 
 
 

dsl ua0 % 10/T. 2021/Misc.   rkjh[k is'kh % 04&09&2021 
 
 

 iq"i yrk iq=h Jh vej flag] fuoklh xkao ersgM] Mkd?kj o rglhy [kqf.M;ka] ftyk dkaxM+k] 
fgekpy izns'k  - - izkfFkZ;kA 
     

cuke 
 

 vke turk  - - izR;kFkhZA 
 

muoku eqdíek-&&tsj /kkjk 13¼3½ tUe ,oa e`R;q iathdj.k vf/kfu;e] 1969 ds rgr tUe frfFk iathdj.kA 
 

 izkfFkZ;k iq"i yrk iq=h Jh vej flag] fuoklh xkao ersgM] Mkd?kj o rglhy [kqf.M;ka ftyk 
dkaxM+k] fgekpy izns'k us Lo;a mifLFkr gksdj izkFkZuk&i= izLrqr fd;k fd esjk tUe fnukad 02&04&1978 
dks xkao ersgM] Mkd?kj [kqf.M;k esa gqvk gS] dk iathdj.k dkuwu dh tkudkjh u gksus ds dkj.k xzke 
iapk;r nsg: ds vfHkys[k esa ntZ u gks ldk gSA vr% tUe frfFk dk iathdj.k xzke iapk;r nsg:] rglhy 
[kqf.M;ka ds vfHkys[k esa ntZ fd;k tk;ssA 
 
 vr% loZlk/kkj.k dks lquokbZ gsrq ctfj;k b'rgkj o eqL=h equknh }kjk lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd 
bl lEcU/k esa fdlh izdkj dk mtj@,rjkt gks rks og fnukad 04&09&2021 dks vlkyru o odkyru 
is'k gksdj viuk ,rjkt ntZ djok ldrk gSA mlds mijkUr dksbZ Hkh mtj@,rjkt tsjs lek;r u gksxk 
rFkk iq"i yrk iq=h Jh vej flag] fuoklh xkao ersgM] Mkd?kj [kqf.M;ka dh tUe frfFk dk iathdj.k 
fnukad 02&04&1978 tsjs /kkjk 13¼3½ tUe ,oa e`R;q iathdj.k vf/kfu;e] 1969 ds rgr xzke iapk;r nsg: 
ds vfHkys[k esa ntZ djus ds vkns'k ikfjr dj fn;s tk;saxsA 
 
 vkt fnukad 07&08&2021 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr ls tkjh gqvkA 
   

eksgjA     gLrk{kfjr@& 
rglhynkj ,oe~ dk;Zdkjh n.Mkf/kdkjh] 

rglhy [kqf.M;ka] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½A 
 
 

&&&&&&&&&& 
 

c vnkyr Jh fot; 'kekZ] lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh] cStukFk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½ 
 

 Jherh xk;=h nsoh iRuh Lo0 Jh iqj'kksre yky jk.kk,  fuoklh okpky] Mk0 pkSchu] rglhy 
cStukFk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½A           
 

 
cuke 

 
vke turk  

 

izkFkZuk&i= tsj /kkjk 13¼3½ tUe ,oa e`R;q iathdj.k vf/kfu;e] 1969 ds vUrxZrA 
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Jherh xk;=h nsoh iRuh Lo0 Jh iqj'kksre yky jk.kk,  fuoklh okpky] Mk0 pkSchu, rglhy 

cStukFk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0iz0½ us bl vnkyr esa izkFkZuk&i= xqtkjk gS fd mlds iq= dk tUe fnukad 
10&02&1981 dks pkSchu cStukFk esa gqvk Fkk] tksfd iapk;r@uxj iapk;r ds fjdkMZ esa iathÑr u gSA  

 
vr% bl uksfVl ds ek/;e ls loZlk/kkj.k dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd ;fn fdlh O;fDr dks 

mijksDr iathdj.k ds ckjs esa dksbZ mtj@,rjkt gks rks og fnukad 07&09&2021 dks lqcg 10-00 cts bl 
U;k;ky; esa vlkyru ;k odkyru gkftj vkdj mtj@,rjkt is'k dj ldrk gS vU;Fkk mijksDr tUe 
,oa eqR;q dk iathdj.k djus ds vkns'k ns fn;s tk;saxsA mlds mijkUr dksbZ ,rjkt u lquk tk;sxkA 
  
 vkt fnukad 24&07&2021 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh gqvkA 
 
eksgjA    gLrk{kfjr@& 
    lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh] 

 cSStukFk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½A 
&&&&&&&&&& 

 
c vnkyr Jh 'kke Lo#i] uk;c rglhynkj ,oe~ lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh] Hkokjuk] 

ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½ 
 
 

fdLe eqdíek % nq#Lrh uke  rkjh[k is'kh % 07&09&2021 
  

 

 Jherh 'kcue iRuh eukst dqekj] fuoklh xkao o Mk0 [kMwgy] mi&rglhy Hkokjuk] ftyk dkaxM+k 
¼fg0 iz0½    - - izkfFkZ;kA 
     

cuke 
 

vke turk     - -izfroknhA 
 

fo"k;-& izkFkZuk&i= nq#Lrh uke jktLo vfHkys[k egky patsgM ekStk o mi&rglhy Hkokjuk] iVokjo`Ùk     
x<&Hkokjuk] mi&rglhy Hkokjuk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½A 

    
b'rgkj jkti= fg0iz0] eqL=h equknh o pLikaxhA 
 
 izkfFkZ;k Jherh 'kcue iRuh eukst dqekj] fuoklh xkao o Mk0 [kMwgy] mi&rglhy Hkokjuk] ftyk 
dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½ us ,d izkFkZuk&i= e; 'kiFk&i= ihBklhu vf/kdkjh ds le{k izLrqr djrs gq, vuqjks/k 
fd;k gS fd mldh ekrk dk lgh o fo[;kr uke jkt nsoh gS rFkk mlds vk/kkj dkMZ] xzke iapk;r dh 
ifjokj udy o e`R;q izek.k&i= esa Hkh mudk ;gh uke ntZ gS] fdUrq jktLo vfHkys[k egky patsgM ekStk 
o mi&rglhy Hkokjuk esa mldh ekrk dk uke jkt nsoh ds ctk, xyrh ls dkS'kY;k nsoh ntZ gks x;k 
gSA 

  
 vr% izkfFkZ;k viuh ekrk ds uke dh mijksDr of.kZr egky patsgM ds jktLo vfHkys[k esa nq#Lrh 
djok djds dkS'kY;k nsoh ds ctk, dkS'kY;k nsoh miuke jkt nsoh iq=h ijekuan ntZ djokuk pkgrh gSA 
izkfFkZ;k dk vkosnu Lohdkj djrs gq, eqL=h equknh] pLikaxh o bZ'rgkj jkti= fg0iz0 }kjk vke turk dks 
lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd ;fn fdlh O;fDr dks mijksDr izkfFkZ;k ds ekrk ds uke dh of.kZr jktLo egky 
esa nq#Lrh djok dj dkS'kY;k nsoh ds ctk, dkS'kY;k nsoh miuke jkt nsoh iq=h ijekuan ntZ djokus ckjs 
mtj ;k ,rjkt gks rks og fnukad 07&09&2021 dks vlkyru ;k odkyru gkftj vnkyr gksdj viuk 
mtj is'k dj ldrk gS ckn rkjh[k is'kh fdlh fdLe dk mtj ,oa ,rjkt ugha lquk tkosxk o uke 
nq#Lrh dk vkns'k ikfjr dj fn;k tkosxkA 
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 ;s b'rgkj v[kckjh jkti=] eqL=h equknh  pLikaxh vkt fnukad 22&07&2021 dks eksgj vnkyr 
o esjs gLrk{kj ls tkjh gqvkA 
   

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

Hkokjuk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½A 
 
 

&&&&&& 
 

c vnkyr Jh 'kke Lo#i] uk;c rglhynkj ,oe~ lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh] Hkokjuk] 
ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½ 

 
 

fdLe eqdíek % nq#Lrh uke  rkjh[k is'kh % 07&09&2021 
  

 

 Jh lksgu yky iq= pUnw jke] fuoklh egky leySuk ekStk o mi&rglhy Hkokjuk] ftyk dkaxM+k 
¼fg0 iz0½    - - izkFkhZA 
     

cuke 
 

vke turk    - - izfroknhA 
 

fo"k;-&&izkFkZuk&i= nq#Lrh uke jktLo vfHkys[k egky leySuk ekStk o mi&rglhy Hkokjuk] iVokjo`Ùk      
x<&Hkokjuk] mi&rglhy Hkokjuk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½A 

    
b'rgkj jkti= fg0iz0] eqL=h equknh o pLikaxhA 
 
 izkFkhZ Jh lksgu yky iq= pUnw jke] fuoklh egky leySuk ekStk o mi&rglhy Hkokjuk] ftyk 
dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½ us ,d izkFkZuk&i= e; 'kiFk&i= ihBklhu vf/kdkjh ds le{k izLrqr djrs gq, vuqjks/k 
fd;k gS fd mlds firk dk lgh o fo[;kr uke pUnw jke gS rFkk izkFkhZ ds vk/kkj dkMZ o xzke iapk;r 
jesgM dh ifjokj udy esa Hkh mudk ;gh uke ntZ gS] fdUrq jktLo vfHkys[k egky leySuk ekStk o 
mi&rglhy Hkokjuk esa mlds  firk dk uke pUnw jke ds ctk, xyrh ls /kksx# ntZ gks x;k gSA 
  
 vr% izkFkhZ vius firk ds uke dh mijksDr of.kZr egky leySuk ds jktLo vfHkys[k esa nq#Lrh 
djok djds /kksx# ds ctk, /kksx# jke miuke pUnw jke ntZ djokuk pkgrk gSA izkFkhZ dk vkosnu 
Lohdkj djrs gq, eqL=h equknh] pLikaxh o bZ'rgkj jkti= fg0iz0 }kjk vke turk dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk 
gS fd ;fn fdlh O;fDr dks mijksDr izkFkhZ ds firk ds uke dh of.kZr jktLo egky esa nq#Lrh djok dj 
/kksx# ds ctk, /kksx# miuke pUnw jke iq= crjhMw ntZ djokus ckjs mtj ;k ,rjkt gks rks og fnukad 
07&09&2021 dks vlkyru ;k odkyru gkftj vnkyr gksdj viuk mtj is'k dj ldrk gS ckn rkjh[k 
is'kh fdlh fdLe dk mtj ,oa ,rjkt ugha lquk tkosxk o uke nq#Lrh dk vkns'k ikfjr dj fn;k 
tkosxkA 

 
 ;s b'rgkj v[kckjh jkti=] eqL=h equknh  pLikaxh vkt fnukad 22&07&2021 dks eksgj vnkyr 
o esjs gLrk{kj ls tkjh gqvkA 
 
 
   

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

Hkokjuk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½A 
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c vnkyr Jh 'kke Lo#i] uk;c rglhynkj ,oe~ lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh] Hkokjuk] 

ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½ 
 
 

fdLe eqdíek % nq#Lrh uke  rkjh[k is'kh % 07&09&2021 
  

 

 Jh izrkik jke iq= cwVk jke] fuoklh egky yksgkjdM] Mk0 NSaNMh] mi&rglhy Hkokjuk] ftyk 
dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½   - - izkFkhZA 
     

cuke 
 

vke turk    - - izfroknhA 
 

fo"k;-&&izkFkZuk&i= nq#Lrh uke jktLo vfHkys[k egky yksgkjdM ekStk [kSjk] iVokjo`Ùk yksgkjdM] 
mi&rglhy Hkokjuk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½A 

    
b'rgkj jkti= fg0iz0] eqL=h equknh o pLikaxhA 
 
 izkFkhZ Jh izrkik jke iq= cwVk jke] fuoklh egky yksgkjdM] Mk0 NSaNMh] mi&rglhy Hkokjuk] 
ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½ us ,d izkFkZuk&i= e; 'kiFk&i= ihBklhu vf/kdkjh ds le{k izLrqr djrs gq, 
vuqjks/k fd;k gS fd mldk lgh o fo[;kr uke izrkik jke gS rFkk izkFkhZ ds vk/kkj dkMZ] iSu dkMZ] oksVj 
dkMZ o 'kS{kf.kd vfHkys[k esa Hkh mldk ;gh uke ntZ gS] fdUrq jktLo vfHkys[k egky yksgkjdM] 
mi&rglhy Hkokjuk esa mldk uke izrkik jke ds ctk, xyrh ls izrki pan iq= cwVk ntZ gks x;k gSA 
  
 vr% izkFkhZ vius uke dh mijksDr of.kZr egky yksgkjdM ds jktLo vfHkys[k esa nq#Lrh djok 
djds izrki pan iq= cwVk ds ctk, izrki pan miuke izrkik jke iq= cwVk ntZ djokuk pkgrk gSA izkFkhZ 
dk vkosnu Lohdkj djrs gq, eqL=h equknh] pLikaxh o bZ'rgkj jkti= fg0iz0 }kjk vke turk dks lwfpr 
fd;k tkrk gS fd ;fn fdlh O;fDr dks mijksDr izkFkhZ ds uke dh of.kZr jktLo egky esa nq#Lrh djok 
dj izrki pan ds ctk, izrki pan miuke izrkik jke iq= cwVk ntZ djokus ckjs mtj ;k ,rjkt gks rks 
og fnukad 07&09&2021 dks vlkyru ;k odkyru gkftj vnkyr gksdj viuk mtj is'k dj ldrk gS 
ckn rkjh[k is'kh fdlh fdLe dk mtj ,oa ,rjkt ugha lquk tkosxk o uke nq#Lrh dk vkns'k ikfjr dj 
fn;k tkosxkA 

 
 ;s b'rgkj v[kckjh jkti=] eqL=h equknh  pLikaxh vkt fnukad 22&07&2021 dks eksgj vnkyr 
o esjs gLrk{kj ls tkjh gqvkA 
   

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

Hkokjuk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½A 
 
 

&&&&&& 

 
c vnkyr Jh 'kke Lo#i] uk;c rglhynkj ,oe~ lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh] Hkokjuk] 

ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½ 
 
 

fdLe eqdíek % nq#Lrh uke  rkjh[k is'kh % 07&09&2021 
  

 

 oaf'kdk Hkaxkfy;k iq=h Lo0 jkts'k Hkaxkfy;k] fuoklh xkao ddjsgM] EkkStk [kSjk] mi&rglhy 
Hkokjuk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½  - - izkfFkZ;kA 
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    cuke 

 
vke turk    - - izfroknhA 

 

fo"k;-&&izkFkZuk&i= nq#Lrh uke jktLo vfHkys[k egky ddjsgM] ekStk [kSjk] mi&rglhy Hkokjuk] 
iVokjo`Ùk x<&[kSjk cwgyk] mi&rglhy Hkokjuk ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½A 

    
b'rgkj jkti= fg0iz0] eqL=h equknh o pLikaxhA 
 
 izkfFkZ;k oaf'kdk Hkaxkfy;k iq=h Lo0 jkts'k Hkaxkfy;k] fuoklh xkao ddjsgM] EkkStk [kSjk] 
mi&rglhy Hkokjuk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½ us ,d izkFkZuk&i= e; 'kiFk&i= ihBklhu vf/kdkjh ds 
le{k izLrqr djrs gq, vuqjks/k fd;k gS fd mlds fnoaxr firk dk lgh o fo[;kr uke jkts'k Hkaxkfy;k  
gS rFkk mlds vk/kkj dkMZ] xzke iapk;r dh ifjokj udy o e`R;q izek.k&i= esa Hkh mudk ;gh uke ntZ 
gS] fdUrq jktLo vfHkys[k egky ddjsgM ekStk [kSjk o mi&rglhy Hkokjuk esa mlds firk dk uke jkts'k 
Hkaxkfy;k ds ctk, xyrh ls jkts'k iky ntZ gks x;k gSA 
  
 vr% izkfFkZ;k vius firk ds uke dh mijksDr of.kZr egky ddjsgM ds jktLo vfHkys[k esa nq#Lrh 
djok djds jkts'k iky ds ctk, jkts'k iky miuke jkts'k Hkaxkfy;k ntZ djokuk pkgrh gSA izkfFkZ;k dk 
vkosnu Lohdkj djrs gq, eqL=h equknh] pLikaxh o bZ'rgkj jkti= fg0iz0 }kjk vke turk dks lwfpr 
fd;k tkrk gS fd ;fn fdlh O;fDr dks mijksDr izkfFkZ;k ds firk ds uke dh of.kZr jktLo egky esa 
nq#Lrh djok dj jkts'k iky ds ctk, jkts'k iky miuke jkts'k Hkaxkfy;k ntZ djokus ckjs mtj ;k 
,rjkt gks rks og fnukad 07&09&2021 dks vlkyru ;k odkyru gkftj vnkyr gksdj viuk mtj is'k 
dj ldrk gS ckn rkjh[k is'kh fdlh fdLe dk mtj ,oa ,rjkt ugha lquk tkosxk o uke nq#Lrh dk 
vkns'k ikfjr dj fn;k tkosxkA 

 
 ;s b'rgkj v[kckjh jkti=] eqL=h equknh pLikaxh vkt fnukad 22&07&2021 dks eksgj vnkyr o 
esjs gLrk{kj ls tkjh gqvkA 
   

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

Hkokjuk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½A 
 
 

&&&&&& 

 
c vnkyr Jh 'kke Lo#i] uk;c rglhynkj ,oe~ lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh] Hkokjuk] 

ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½ 
 
 

fdLe eqdíek % nq#Lrh uke  rkjh[k is'kh % 07&09&2021 
  

 

 Jh lq'khy dVksp iq= Hkokuh flag] fuoklh egky eydsgM] EkkStk x< tewyk] mi&rglhy Hkokjuk] 
ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½  - - izkFkhZA 
     

cuke 
 

vke turk     - -izfroknhA 
 

fo"k;-&&izkFkZuk&i= nq#Lrh uke jktLo vfHkys[k egky eydsgM] ekStk x< tewyk] mi&rglhy 
Hkokjuk] iVokjo`Ùk x<&f}rh; Js.kh] mi&rglhy Hkokjuk ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½A 
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b'rgkj jkti= fg0iz0] eqL=h equknh o pLikaxhA 
 
 izkFkhZ Jh lq'khy dVksp iq= Hkokuh flag] fuoklh egky eydsgM] EkkStk x< tewyk] mi&rglhy 
Hkokjuk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½ us ,d izkFkZuk&i= e; 'kiFk&i= ihBklhu vf/kdkjh ds le{k izLrqr 
djrs gq, vuqjks/k fd;k gS fd mldk lgh o fo[;kr uke lq'khy dVksp iq= Hkokuh flag gS rFkk mlds 
vk/kkj dkMZ o iSu dkMZ esa Hkh mldk ;gh uke ntZ gS] fdUrq jktLo vfHkys[k egky eydsgM ekStk x< 
tewyk mi&rglhy Hkokjuk esa mldk uke lq'khy dVksp ds ctk, xyrh ls lq'khy pan o firk dk uke 
Hkokuh flag ds ctk, xyrh ls Hkokuh pan ntZ gks x;k gSA 
  
 vr% izkFkhZ vius o firk ds uke dh mijksDr of.kZr egky eydsgM ds jktLo vfHkys[k esa nq#Lrh 
djok djds lq'khy pan iq= Hkokuh pan ds ctk, lq'khy pan miuke lq'khy dVksp iq= Hkokuh pan miuke  
Hkokuh flag ntZ djokuk pkgrk gSA izkFkhZ dk vkosnu Lohdkj djrs gq, eqL=h equknh] pLikaxh o bZ'rgkj 
jkti= fg0iz0 }kjk vke turk dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd ;fn fdlh O;fDr dks mijksDr izkFkhZ o mlds 
firk ds uke dh of.kZr jktLo egky esa nq#Lrh djok dj lq'khy pan iq= Hkokuh pan ds ctk, lq'khy 
pan miuke lq'khy dVksp iq= Hkokuh flag ntZ djokus ckjs mtj ;k ,rjkt gks rks og fnukad 
07&09&2021 dks vlkyru ;k odkyru gkftj vnkyr gksdj viuk mtj is'k dj ldrk gS ckn rkjh[k 
is'kh fdlh fdLe dk mtj ,oa ,rjkt ugha lquk tkosxk o uke nq#Lrh dk vkns'k ikfjr dj fn;k 
tkosxkA 

 
 ;s b'rgkj v[kckjh jkti=] eqL=h equknh pLikaxh vkt fnukad 22&07&2021 dks eksgj vnkyr o 
esjs gLrk{kj ls tkjh gqvkA 
 
 
   

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

Hkokjuk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½A 
 
 

&&&&&& 
 

c vnkyr lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh] e>h.k] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½ 
 

fely ua0 % 03/NT. 2021.   rkjh[k is'kh % 15&09&2021 
 
 

 Jh fgeky pUn iq= Jh c['kh pUn] fuoklh egky fVIijh] Mk0 HkVkaok] ekStk flgksjokyk] mi& 
rglhy e>h.k] rglhy [kqf.M;ka] ftyk dkaxM+k] fgekpy izns'k - - izkFkhZA 
     

cuke 
 

 vke turk  - - izR;kFkhZA 
 
 

fo"k;-& uke nq#Lrh ckcr jktLo vfHkys[kA 
 
 

 izkFkhZ Jh fgeky pUn iq= Jh c['kh pUn] fuoklh egky fVIijh] ekStk flgksjokyk] mi&rglhy 
e>h.k] rglhy [kqf.M;ka] ftyk dkaxM+k] fgekpy izns'k us Lo;a mifLFkr gksdj izkFkZuk&i= izLrqr fd;k gS 
fd mldk uke iVokj o`Ùk flgksjokyk&I ds egky fVIijh] ekStk flgksjokyk] mi&rglhy e>h.k] ftyk 
dkaxM+k] fgekpy izns'k ds jktLo vfHkys[k esa egky pUn ntZ gSA tcfd izkFkhZ }kjk fn;s x;s 'kiFk&i=] 
vk/kkj dkMZ] jk'ku dkMZ] fjiksVZ iz/kku o lfpo xzke iapk;r fVijh ds vuqlkj egky pUn dk uke gh 
fgeky pUn gSA vr% jktLo vfHkys[k ds iVokj o`Ùk flgksjokyk&I ds egky fVijh ekStk flgksjokyk] 
mi&rglhy e>h.k esa mldk uke egky pUn ds ctk; egky pUn miuke fgeky pUn ntZ fd;k tk;sA 
okLro esa fHkUu&fHkUu nks ukeksa dk og ,d gh O;fDr gSA   
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 vr% loZlk/kkj.k dks lquokbZ gsrq ctfj;s b'rgkj o eqL=h equknh }kjk lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd 
bl lEcU/k esa fdlh izdkj dk mtj@,rjkt gks rks og fnukad 15&09&2021 dks izkr% 10-00 cts rd 
vlkyru o odkyru is'k gksdj viuk ,rjkt ntZ djok ldrk gSA mlds mijkUr dksbZ Hkh mtj ;k 
,rjkt tsjs lek;r u gksxk rFkk Jh fgeky pUn iq= Jh c['kh pUn] fuoklh egky fVIijh] ekStk 
flgksjokyk] mi&rglhy e>h.k] ftyk dkaxM+k] fgekpy izns'k dk uke jktLo vfHkys[k esa egky pUn dh 
ctk;s egky pUn miuke fgeky pUn ntZ djus ds vkns'k ikfjr dj fn;s tk;saxsA 
 
 vkt fnukad 13&08&2021 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr ls tkjh gqvkA 
 
 
   

eksgjA     gLrk{kfjr@& 
lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh]  
e>h.k] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½ 

 
 
 

&&&&&&&&&& 
 

c vnkyr lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh] e>h.k] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½ 
 

fely ua0 % 02/NT. 2021.   rkjh[k is'kh % 15&09&2021 
 
 

 Jh lqjs'k dqekj iq= Jh eqY[k jkt] xkao vejsM]+ Mk0 e>h.k] mi&rglhy e>h.k] rglhy [kqf.M;ka] 
ftyk dkaxM+k] fgekpy izns'k  - - izkFkhZA 
     

cuke 
 

                                   vke turk 
   

fo"k;-& izkFkZuk&i= vf/kfu;e /kkjk 13¼3½ tUe ,oa e`R;q iathdj.k vf/kfu;e] 1969 ds rgr tUe frfFk     
iathdj.kA 

 
 

 izkFkhZ Jh lqjs'k dqekj iq= Jh eqY[k jkt] xkao vejsM]+ Mk0 e>h.k] mi&rglhy e>h.k] rglhy 
[kqf.M;ka] ftyk dkaxM+k] fgekpy izns'k us bl vnkyr esa Lo;a mifLFkr gksdj izkFkZuk&i= izLrqr fd;k gS 
fd mldk tUe fnukad 15&12&1977 dks xkao vejsM+ esa gqvk gSA ijUrq dkuwu dh tkudkjh u gksus dkj.k 
xzke iapk;r e>h.k ds vfHkys[k esa tUe frfFk iathd`r u gks ldhA vc og xzke iapk;r e>h.k ds 
vfHkys[k esa tUe frfFk iaftd`r djokuk pkgrk gSA   
 
 vr% loZlk/kkj.k dks lquokbZ gsrq ctfj;k b'rgkj o eqL=h equknh }kjk lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd 
bl lEcU/k esa fdlh Hkh O;fDr dks fdlh izdkj dk mtj@,rjkt gks rks og fnukad 15&09&2021 dks 
izkr% 10-00 cts rd vlkyru o odkyru is'k gks v/kksgLrk{kjh ds le{k viuk ,rjkt is'k dj ldrk 
gSA mlds mijkUr dksbZ Hkh mtj ;k ,rjkt tsjs lek;r u gksxk rFkk Jh lqjs'k dqekj iq= Jh eqY[k jkt] 
fuoklh egky vejsM]+ Mk0 o mi&rglhy e>h.k] ftyk dkaxM+k] fgekpy izns'k dh tUe frfFk xzke 
iapk;r e>h.k ds  vfHkys[k esa iathd`r djus ds vkns'k ikfjr dj fn;s tk;saxsA 
 
 vkt fnukad 02&08&2021 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr ls tkjh gqvkA 
 
   

eksgjA     gLrk{kfjr@& 
lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh]  
e>h.k] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½ 
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c vnkyr lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh ,oa dk;Zdkjh n.Mkf/kdkjh] rglhy /keZ'kkyk]  

ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0iz0½ 
 

eqdíek ua0 % @21  

 
 Sh. Tek Bahadur s/o Sun Bhadur, r/o Upper Bhagsu Nag, P.O. Bhagsunag, Tehsil 
Dharamshala, District Kangra (H.P.).  
 

cuke 
 

vke turk 
  

fo"k;-&&izkFkZuk&i= tsjs /kkjk 13¼3½ fgekpy izns'k iathdj.k vf/kfu;e] 1969- 
 
uksfVl cuke vke turkA 
  
 Sh. Tek Bahadur s/o Sun Bhadur, r/o Upper Bhagsu Nag, P.O. Bhagsunag, Tehsil 
Dharamshala, District Kangra (H.P.) us bl vnkyr esa 'kiFk&i= lfgr eqdÌek nk;j fd;k gS fd 
mlds Son Meem Gurung dk tUe fnukad 29&09&2002 dks gqvk gS ijUrq ,e0lh /keZ'kkyk@xzke iapk;r 
esa tUe iathd`r u gSA vr% bls iathd`r fd;s tkus ds vkns'k fn;s tk;saA bl uksfVl ds }kjk leLr 
turk dks rFkk lEcfU/kr lEcfU/k;ksa dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd ;fn fdlh dks mijksDr Meem Bhadur 
ds tUe iathd`r fd;s tkus ckjs dksbZ ,rjkt gks rks og viuk gekjh vnkyr esa fnukad 15&09&2021 dks 
vlkyru ;k odkyru gkftj vkdj viuk ,rjkt is'k dj ldrk gS vU;Fkk eqrkfcd 'kiFk&i= tUe 
frfFk iathd`r fd;s tkus ckjs vkns'k ikfjr dj fn;s tk;saxsA 

 
vkt fnukad 19&08&2021 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh fd;k x;kA 
 

eksgjA   gLrk{kfjr@& 
    lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh] 
    /keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0iz0½A 
  
 

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

 

c vnkyr Jh lq'khy dqekj] uk;c rglhynkj ,oa lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh] bUnkSjk]  
ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½  

 
fely ua0 %    rkjh[k is'kh % 27&09&2021 

 
 Jh vt; dqekj iq= Jh izdk'k pUn iq= Jh ekMw] oklh xkao o Mkd?kj bankSjk] rglhy bUnkSjk] 
ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½    - - izkFkhZA  
     

cuke 
 

vke turk 
 
fo"k;-&&izkFkZuk&i= tsj /kkjk 13¼3½ tUe ,oe~ e`R;q iathdj.k vf/kfu;e] 1969 ds vzUrxZr e`R;q iathd`r 

djokus ds fy,A 
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  izkFkhZ Jh vt; dqekj iq= Jh izdk'k pUn iq= Jh ekMw] cklh xkao o Mkd?kj bankSjk] rglhy 
bUnkSjk] ftyk dkaxM+k] fg0 iz0 us izkFkZuk&i= izLrqr djrs gq, fuosnu fd;k gS fd mldh ekrk Jherh 
lqjthr dkSj iRuh Jh izdk'k pan iq= Jh ekMw jke] oklh xkao o Mkd?kj bankSjk] rglhy bankSjk ftyk 
dkaxM+k fgekpy izns'k ftudh e`R;q fnukad 10&11&2020 dks xkao o Mkd?kj bankSjk] rglhy bUnkSjk] ftyk 
dkaxM+k] fg0 iz0 esa gqbZ gSA mudk e`R;q iathdj.k xzke iapk;r bankSjk] rglhy bUnkSjk] ftyk dkaxM+k]    
fg0 iz0 ds tUe o e`R;q vfHkys[k esa ntZ u gqvk gSA izkFkhZ us ;g Hkh fuosnu fd;k gS dh mlds firk dk 
nsgkar gks pqdk gSSA blfy, og viuh ekrk dk e`R;q iathdj.k xzke iapk;r bankSjk ds vfHkys[k esa ntZ 
djok dj izek.k&i= gkfly djuk pkgrk gSA ftls ntZ djus ds vkns'k ikfjr fd;s tk,aA 
 
 vr% bl b'rgkj jkti= ds }kjk loZlk/kkj.k dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd mDr e`R;q iathdj.k 
djus ckjs fdlh Hkh O;fDr dks dksbZ Hkh ,rjkt gks rks og vlkyru ;k odkyru fnukad 27&09&2021 dks 
izkr% 10-00 cts vnkyr gtk esa mifLFkr gksdj viuk ,rjkt is'k dj ldrk gSA dksbZ ,rjkt is'k u 
gksus dh lwjr esa e`R;q iathdj.k ds vkns'k ikfjr dj fn, tk,axsA 
  
 vkt fnukad 18&08&2021 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr lfgr tkjh fd;k x;kA 
 
 

eksgjA     gLrk{kfjr@& 
uk;c rglhynkj ,oa lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh]  

bUnkSjk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½A 
 

 &&&&&&&  
  

c vnkyr rglhynkj ,oa lgk;d lekgrkZ] izFke Js.kh uwjiqj] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½ 
 

 Jh lqfer dqekj iq= Jh lqHkk"k pUn iq= Jh 'kadj] fuoklh xkao [ktu] Mk0 lnoka] rglhy uwjiqj] 
ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½  - - oknhA 
 

cuke 
 

 vke turk   - - izfroknhA 
 
izkFkZuk&i= uke nq#Lrh [kkrk ua0 147] xkao [ktu] Mk0 lnoka] rglhy uwjiqj] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½A  
 
 izkFkhZ Jh lqfer dqekj iq= Jh lqHkk"k pUn iq= Jh 'kadj] fuoklh xkao [ktu] Mk0 lnoka] rglhy 
uwjiqj] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½ us ,d izkFkZuk&i= xqtkjk gS ftlesa fuosnu fd;k gS fd mlds firk dk 
uke mlds vk/kkj dkMZ] Ldwy lfVZfQdsV o vU; nLrkost esa lqfer dqekj iq= lqHkk"k pUn iq= 'kadj nkl 
fy[kk gS] tksfd lgh gS] tcfd jktLo fjdkMZ egky [kTtu ds [kkrk ua0 147 esa mlds firk dk uke 
lqHkk"k dqekj iq= 'kadj ntZ gS tks fd xyr gSA vr% mlds firk dk uke nq#Lr fd;k tk,A 

 
 izfroknh vke turk dks bl b'rgkj jkti= }kjk lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd ;fn fdlh O;fDr dks 
mDr izkFkhZ ds firk ds uke dh nq#Lrh gksus ij dksbZ vkifÙk gks rks og 20 fnu ds vUnj bl U;k;ky; esa 
vlkyru ;k odkyru gkftj gksdj ,rjkt nk;j dj ldrk gS vU;Fkk ;g le>k tk,xk fd fdlh dks 
uke nq#Lrh ij vkifÙk ugha gSA vr% fu;ekuqlkj uke nq#Lrh ds vkns'k tkjh dj fn, tk,axsA  

 
 vkt fnukad 07&08&2021 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr ls tkjh gqvkA 
 

 

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

uwjiqj] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½A 
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c vnkyr lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh] rglhy ckyhpkSdh] ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0 iz0½ 
 

fely uEcj % 05@2021                    
 

 Jh Mksys jke iq= Jh fl?kMw jke] fuoklh xkao Fkkpk/kkj] Mkd?kj xkMkxqlS.k] rglhy ckyhpkSdh]  
ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0 iz0½A 
     

cuke 
 

vke turk 
 

fo"k;-&&jktLo fjdkMZ esa uke nq#Lrh ckjs vkosnu i= A 
 
 Jh Mksys jke iq= Jh fl?kMw jke] fuoklh xkao Fkkpk/kkj] Mkd?kj xkMkxqlS.k] rglhy ckyhpkSdh]  
ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0 iz0½ us ,d vkosnu i= e; 'kiFk i= bl vk'k; ds lkFk xqtkjk gS fd esjk uke izR;sd 
dkxtkr esa  Mksys jke gh ntZ gS] ysfdu jktLo foHkkx ds fjdkMZ egky Fkkpk/kkj esa Mksyk jke ntZ gks 
x;k gSA ftldks fd eSa nq#Lr djds Mksyk jke ds ctk;s Mksys jke gh ntZ djokuk pkgrk gwaA 
 
 vr% bl b'rgkj }kjk loZlk/kkj.k turk o fgrc) O;fDr;ksa dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd 
mijksDr uke dks nq#Lr djus ckjs fdlh Hkh O;fDr dks dksbZ vkifŸk gks rks og fnukad 03&09&2021 dks 
;k blls iwoZ v/kksgLrk{kjh ds le{k vlkyru ;k odkyru mifLFkr gksdj viuh vkifŸk ntZ dj ldrk 
gSA blds i'pkr~ dksbZ Hkh ,rjkt dkfcys lek;r ugha gksxk rFkk vkosnu i= ij fu;ekuqlkj dk;Zokgh 
vey esa ykbZ tk,xhA 
 
 vkt fnukad 05&08&2021 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh gqvkA 
 

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

rglhy ckyhpkSdh] ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0 iz0½A 
 

&&&&&&&  
 

c vnkyr lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh] rglhy ckyhpkSdh] ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0 iz0½ 
 

fely uEcj % 06@2021                    
 

 Jh izse flag iq= Jh rqylw] fuoklh xkao clwV] Mkd?kj Fkkph] rglhy ckyhpkSdh] ftyk e.Mh  
¼fg0 iz0½A 
     

cuke 
 

vke turk 
 

fo"k;-&&jktLo fjdkMZ esa uke nq#Lrh ckjs vkosnu i= A 

 
 Jh izse flag iq= Jh rqylw] fuoklh xkao clwV] Mkd?kj Fkkph] rglhy ckyhpkSdh] ftyk e.Mh  
¼fg0 iz0½ us ,d vkosnu i= e; 'kiFk i= bl vk'k; ds lkFk xqtkjk gS fd esjk uke izR;sd dkxtkr esa  
izse flag gh ntZ gS] ysfdu jktLo foHkkx ds fjdkMZ egky [kyoku esa izhew o egky clwV esa izsew ntZ gks 
x;k gSA ftldks fd eSa nq#Lr djds izhew] izsew ds ctk;s izse flag gh ntZ djokuk pkgrk gwaA 
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 vr% bl b'rgkj }kjk loZlk/kkj.k turk o fgrc) O;fDr;ksa dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd 
mijksDr uke dks nq#Lr djus ckjs fdlh Hkh O;fDr dks dksbZ vkifŸk gks rks og fnukad 03&09&2021 dks 
;k blls iwoZ v/kksgLrk{kjh ds le{k vlkyru ;k odkyru mifLFkr gksdj viuh vkifŸk ntZ dj ldrk 
gSA blds i'pkr~ dksbZ Hkh ,rjkt dkfcys lek;r ugha gksxk rFkk vkosnu i= ij fu;ekuqlkj dk;Zokgh 
vey esa ykbZ tk,xhA 
 
 vkt fnukad 05&08&2021 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh gqvkA 
 
 
 

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

rglhy ckyhpkSdh] ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0 iz0½A 
 
 
 

&&&&&&&  
 
 

c vnkyr lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh] rglhy ckyhpkSdh] ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0 iz0½ 
 

fely uEcj % 07@2021                    
 

 Jh [kq'kh jke iq= Jh lmtw jke] fuoklh xkao Mkc.kw] Mkd?kj Fkkph] rglhy ckyhpkSdh] ftyk 
e.Mh  ¼fg0 iz0½A 
     

cuke 
 

vke turk 
 

fo"k;-&&jktLo fjdkMZ esa uke nq#Lrh ckjs vkosnu i= A 
 
 Jh [kq'kh jke iq= Jh lmtw jke] fuoklh xkao Mkc.kw] Mkd?kj Fkkph] rglhy ckyhpkSdh] ftyk 
e.Mh  ¼fg0 iz0½ us ,d vkosnu i= e; 'kiFk i= bl vk'k; ds lkFk xqtkjk gS fd esjk uke izR;sd 
dkxtkr esa  [kq'kh jke gh ntZ gS] ysfdu jktLo foHkkx ds fjdkMZ egky pksgMh oVokMk esa [kq'khZ jke ntZ 
gks x;k gSA ftldks fd eSa nq#Lr djds [kq'khZ jke ds ctk;s [kq'kh jke gh ntZ djokuk pkgrk gwaA 
 
 vr% bl b'rgkj }kjk loZlk/kkj.k turk o fgrc) O;fDr;ksa dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd 
mijksDr uke dks nq#Lr djus ckjs fdlh Hkh O;fDr dks dksbZ vkifŸk gks rks og fnukad 03&09&2021 dks 
;k blls iwoZ v/kksgLrk{kjh ds le{k vlkyru ;k odkyru mifLFkr gksdj viuh vkifŸk ntZ dj ldrk 
gSA blds i'pkr~ dksbZ Hkh ,rjkt dkfcys lek;r ugha gksxk rFkk vkosnu i= ij fu;ekuqlkj dk;Zokgh 
vey esa ykbZ tk,xhA 
 
 
 vkt fnukad 05&08&2021 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh gqvkA 
 
 
 

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

rglhy ckyhpkSdh] ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0 iz0½A 
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c vnkyr lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh] rglhy ckyhpkSdh] ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0 iz0½ 

 
fely uEcj % 08@2021                    
 Jh txnh'k pUn iq= Jh ujk;.k pUn] fuoklh xkao ikjyh djsjh] Mkd?kj [kksykuky] rglhy 
ckyhpkSdh] ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0 iz0½A 
     

cuke 
 

vke turk 
 

fo"k;-&&jktLo fjdkMZ esa uke nq#Lrh ckjs vkosnu i= A 
 
 Jh txnh'k pUn iq= Jh ujk;.k pUn] fuoklh xkao ikjyh djsjh] Mkd?kj [kksykuky] rglhy 
ckyhpkSdh] ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0 iz0½ us ,d vkosnu i= e; 'kiFk i= bl vk'k; ds lkFk xqtkjk gS fd esjh 
eka dk uke izR;sd dkxtkr esa uhew nsoh ntZ gS] ysfdu jktLo foHkkx ds fjdkMZ egky djFkkp esa uhjew 
nsoh ntZ gks x;k gSA ftldks fd eSa nq#Lr djds uhew nsoh gh ntZ djokuk pkgrk gwaA 
 
 vr% bl b'rgkj }kjk loZlk/kkj.k turk o fgrc) O;fDr;ksa dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd 
mijksDr uke dks nq#Lr djus ckjs fdlh Hkh O;fDr dks dksbZ vkifŸk gks rks og fnukad 03&09&2021 dks 
;k blls iwoZ v/kksgLrk{kjh ds le{k vlkyru ;k odkyru mifLFkr gksdj viuh vkifŸk ntZ dj ldrk 
gSA blds i'pkr~ dksbZ Hkh ,rjkt dkfcys lek;r ugha gksxk rFkk vkosnu i= ij fu;ekuqlkj dk;Zokgh 
vey esa ykbZ tk,xhA 
 
 vkt fnukad 05&08&2021 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh gqvkA 
 
 
 

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

rglhy ckyhpkSdh] ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0 iz0½A 
 
 

&&&&&&&  
 

 

c vnkyr lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh] rglhy ckyhpkSdh] ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0 iz0½ 
 

fely uEcj % 09@2021                    
 

 Jh yhyke.k iq= Jh vkye pUn] fuoklh xkao uSgjk] Mkd?kj lkseukpuh] rglhy ckyhpkSdh] ftyk 
e.Mh ¼fg0 iz0½A 
     

cuke 
 

vke turk 
 

 
 Jh yhyke.k iq= Jh vkye pUn] fuoklh xkao uSgjk] Mkd?kj lkseukpuh] rglhy ckyhpkSdh] ftyk 
e.Mh ¼fg0 iz0½ us ,d vkosnu i= e; 'kiFk i= v/khu /kkjk ¼17½ tUe ,oa e`R;q iathdj.k vf/kfu;e] 
1969 ds vUrxZr izLrqr djds vkosnu fd;k gS fd muds iq= Mqiys'k iq= yhyke.kh dh e`R;q 02 Qjojh] 
2016 esa ?kj ij gh gqbZ gSA tks xzke iapk;r Hkouk'k] rglhy ckyhpkSdh esa ntZ ugha gS ftls izkFkhZ ntZ 
djokuk pkgrk gSA 
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 vr% bl b'rgkj }kjk loZlk/kkj.k turk o fgrc) O;fDr;ksa dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd 
mijksDr uke dks nq#Lr djus ckjs fdlh Hkh O;fDr dks dksbZ vkifŸk gks rks og fnukad 03&09&2021 dks 
;k blls iwoZ v/kksgLrk{kjh ds le{k vlkyru ;k odkyru mifLFkr gksdj viuh vkifŸk ntZ dj ldrk 
gSA blds i'pkr~ dksbZ Hkh ,rjkt dkfcys lek;r ugha gksxk rFkk vkosnu i= ij fu;ekuqlkj dk;Zokgh 
vey esa ykbZ tk,xhA 
 
 vkt fnukad 05&08&2021 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh gqvkA 
 
 
 
 

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

rglhy ckyhpkSdh] ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0 iz0½A 
 
 

&&&&&&&  
 

 

c vnkyr lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh] rglhy ckyhpkSdh] ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0 iz0½ 
 

fely uEcj % 10@2021  
                   
 Jh txnh'k pUn iq= Jh ujxw jke] fuoklh xkao rkUnh] Mkd?kj Fkkph] rglhy ckyhpkSdh] ftyk 
e.Mh ¼fg0 iz0½A 
     

cuke 
 

vke turk 
 

fo"k;-&&jktLo fjdkMZ esa uke nq#Lrh ckjs vkosnu i= A 
 
 Jh txnh'k pUn iq= Jh ujxw jke] fuoklh xkao rkUnh] Mkd?kj Fkkph] rglhy ckyhpkSdh] ftyk 
e.Mh ¼fg0 iz0½ us ,d vkosnu i= e; 'kiFk i= bl vk'k; ds lkFk xqtkjk gS fd esjk uke izR;sd 
dkxtkr esa txnh'k pUn gh ntZ gS] ysfdu jktLo foHkkx ds fjdkMZ egky pksgMh oVokMk esa txnh'k 
dqekj ntZ gks x;k gSA ftldks fd eSa nq#Lr djds txnh'k dqekj ds ctk;s txnh'k pUn gh ntZ djokuk 
pkgrk gwaA 
 
 vr% bl b'rgkj }kjk loZlk/kkj.k turk o fgrc) O;fDr;ksa dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd 
mijksDr uke dks nq#Lr djus ckjs fdlh Hkh O;fDr dks dksbZ vkifŸk gks rks og fnukad 03&09&2021 dks 
;k blls iwoZ v/kksgLrk{kjh ds le{k vlkyru ;k odkyru mifLFkr gksdj viuh vkifŸk ntZ dj ldrk 
gSA blds i'pkr~ dksbZ Hkh ,rjkt dkfcys lek;r ugha gksxk rFkk vkosnu i= ij fu;ekuqlkj dk;Zokgh 
vey esa ykbZ tk,xhA 
 
 vkt fnukad 05&08&2021 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh gqvkA 
 

 
 

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

rglhy ckyhpkSdh] ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0 iz0½A 
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c vnkyr lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh] rglhy ckyhpkSdh] ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0 iz0½ 

 
fely uEcj % 11@2021  
                   
 Jh fxjh jkt iq= Jherh gqek nsoh] fuoklh xkao cqax] Mkd?kj ?kU;kj] rglhy ckyhpkSdh] ftyk 
e.Mh ¼fg0 iz0½A 
     

cuke 
 

vke turk 
 

fo"k;-&&jktLo fjdkMZ esa uke nq#Lrh ckjs vkosnu i= A 
 
 Jh fxjh jkt iq= Jherh gqek nsoh] fuoklh xkao cqax] Mkd?kj ?kU;kj] rglhy ckyhpkSdh] ftyk 
e.Mh ¼fg0 iz0½ us ,d vkosnu i= e; 'kiFk i= bl vk'k; ds lkFk xqtkjk gS fd esjk uke izR;sd 
dkxtkr esa fxjh jkt gh ntZ gS] ysfdu jktLo foHkkx ds fjdkMZ eqgky cqax esa jktw ntZ gks x;k gSA 
ftldks fd eSa nq#Lr djds jktw ds ctk;s fxjh jkt gh ntZ djokuk pkgrk gwaA 
 
 vr% bl b'rgkj }kjk loZlk/kkj.k turk o fgrc) O;fDr;ksa dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd 
mijksDr uke dks nq#Lr djus ckjs fdlh Hkh O;fDr dks dksbZ vkifŸk gks rks og fnukad 03&09&2021 dks 
;k blls iwoZ v/kksgLrk{kjh ds le{k vlkyru ;k odkyru mifLFkr gksdj viuh vkifŸk ntZ dj ldrk 
gSA blds i'pkr~ dksbZ Hkh ,rjkt dkfcys lek;r ugha gksxk rFkk vkosnu i= ij fu;ekuqlkj dk;Zokgh 
vey esa ykbZ tk,xhA 
 
 vkt fnukad 05&08&2021 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh gqvkA 
 
 

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

rglhy ckyhpkSdh] ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0 iz0½A 
 

&&&&&&& 
 

c vnkyr lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh] rglhy ckyhpkSdh] ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0 iz0½ 
 

fely uEcj % 11@2021  
                   
 Jherh fVdeh nsoh iq=h Jh bl: iq= feuw] fuoklh xkao HkjSMk] Mkd?kj Fkkph] rglhy ckyhpkSdh] 
ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0 iz0½A 
     

cuke 
 

vke turk 
 

fo"k;-&&jktLo fjdkMZ esa uke nq#Lrh ckjs vkosnu i= A 
 
 Jherh fVdeh nsoh iq=h Jh bl: iq= feuw] fuoklh xkao HkjSMk] Mkd?kj Fkkph] rglhy ckyhpkSdh] 
ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0 iz0½ us ,d vkosnu i= e; 'kiFk i= bl vk'k; ds lkFk xqtkjk gS fd esjk uke izR;sd 
dkxtkr esa fVdew nsoh gh ntZ gS] ysfdu jktLo foHkkx ds fjdkMZ eqgky nnokl esa 'kkgMh ntZ gks x;k 
gSA ftldks fd eSa nq#Lr djds 'kkgMh ds ctk;s fVdew nsoh gh ntZ djokuk pkgrh gwaA 



 

 

3131jkti=] fgekpy izns'k] 02 flrEcj] 2021@11 Hkknzin] 1943         
 vr% bl b'rgkj }kjk loZlk/kkj.k turk o fgrc) O;fDr;ksa dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd 
mijksDr uke dks nq#Lr djus ckjs fdlh Hkh O;fDr dks dksbZ vkifŸk gks rks og fnukad 03&09&2021 dks 
;k blls iwoZ v/kksgLrk{kjh ds le{k vlkyru ;k odkyru mifLFkr gksdj viuh vkifŸk ntZ dj ldrk 
gSA blds i'pkr~ dksbZ Hkh ,rjkt dkfcys lek;r ugha gksxk rFkk vkosnu i= ij fu;ekuqlkj dk;Zokgh 
vey esa ykbZ tk,xhA 
 
 vkt fnukad 05&08&2021 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh gqvkA 
 
 

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

rglhy ckyhpkSdh] ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0 iz0½A 
 

&&&&&&& 
 
 

c vnkyr lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh] rglhy ckyhpkSdh] ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0 iz0½ 
 

fely uEcj % 13@2021  
                  
  
 Jherh mekoUrh iq=h Jh psr jke] fuoklh xkao iatkbZ] Mkd?kj iatkbZ] rglhy ckyhpkSdh] ftyk 
e.Mh ¼fg0 iz0½A 
     

cuke 
 
 

vke turk 
 
 

fo"k;-&&jktLo fjdkMZ esa uke nq#Lrh ckjs vkosnu i= A 
 
 
 Jherh mekoUrh iq=h Jh psr jke] fuoklh xkao iatkbZ] Mkd?kj iatkbZ] rglhy ckyhpkSdh] ftyk 
e.Mh ¼fg0 iz0½ us ,d vkosnu i= e; 'kiFk i= bl vk'k; ds lkFk xqtkjk gS fd esjk uke izR;sd 
dkxtkr esa mekoUrh gh ntZ gS] ysfdu jktLo foHkkx ds fjdkMZ eqgky iatkbZ esa mek nsoh ntZ gks x;k gSA 
ftldks fd eSa nq#Lr djds mek nsoh ds ctk;s mekoUrh gh ntZ djokuk pkgrh gwaA 
 
 

 vr% bl b'rgkj }kjk loZlk/kkj.k turk o fgrc) O;fDr;ksa dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd 
mijksDr uke dks nq#Lr djus ckjs fdlh Hkh O;fDr dks dksbZ vkifŸk gks rks og fnukad 03&09&2021 dks 
;k blls iwoZ v/kksgLrk{kjh ds le{k vlkyru ;k odkyru mifLFkr gksdj viuh vkifŸk ntZ dj ldrk 
gSA blds i'pkr~ dksbZ Hkh ,rjkt dkfcys lek;r ugha gksxk rFkk vkosnu i= ij fu;ekuqlkj dk;Zokgh 
vey esa ykbZ tk,xhA 
 

 
 vkt fnukad 05&08&2021 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh gqvkA 
 
 
 

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

rglhy ckyhpkSdh] ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0 iz0½A 
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In the Court of Marriage Officer-cum-Sub-Divisional Magistrate, Sadar, 

District Mandi, H. P. 
 

In the matter of :— 

 
 1. Karan Arora s/o Sh. Jagmohan Arora, r/o H. No. 261/6, Samkhetar Mohalla Mandi 
Town, P.O. Mandi, Tehsil Sadar, District Mandi, H.P. 

 
 2. Surbhi Mahajan d/o Sh. Kimti Lal Mahajan, r/o H. No. 107/22, ACRE, Tehsil and 
District Barnala, Punjab-148101.     . . Applicants. 

 
Versus 

 
General Public 

 
Subject.—Application for the registration of Marriage under Section 15 of Special Marriage      Act, 

1954. 
 
 Karan Arora s/o Sh. Jagmohan Arora, r/o H. No. 261/6, Samkhetar Mohalla Mandi Town, 
P.O. Mandi, Tehsil Sadar, District Mandi, H.P. and Surbhi Mahajan d/o Sh. Kimti Lal Mahajan, r/o 
H. No. 107/22, ACRE, Tehsil and District Barnala, Punjab-148101. (at present wife of Karan Arora 
s/o Sh. Jagmohan Arora, r/o H. No. 261/6, Samkhetar Mohalla Mandi Town,  P.O. Mandi, Tehsil 
Sadar, District Mandi, H.P. have filed an application alongwith affidavits in the court of 
undersigned under Section 15 of Special Marriage Act, 1954  that they have solemnized their 
marriage on 28-07-2013 according to Hindu rites and customs at Vishal Banquet Hall Mandi, 
District Mandi and they are living together as husband and wife since then. Hence, their marriage 
may be registered under Special Marriage Act, 1954. 

 
 Therefore, the general public is hereby informed through this notice that any person who 
has any objection regarding this marriage, can file the objection personally or in writing before  this 
court on or before 03-09-2021 after that no objection will be entertained and marriage will be 
registered. 
 
 Issued today on 04th day of August, 2021 under my hand and seal of the court. 
 
 
Seal.    Sd/- 

Marriage Officer-cum-Sub-Divisional Magistrate, 
Sadar,  District Mandi (H.P.). 

 
 

_________ 

 
In the Court of Marriage Officer-cum-Sub-Divisional Magistrate, Sadar, 

District Mandi, H. P. 
 

In the matter of :— 

 
 1. Raj Rumar s/o Sh. Mahender Kumar, Village Sarsehad, P.O. Nagwain, Tehsil Aut, 
District Mandi, H.P. 
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 2. Parwati d/o Sh. Revat Ram, Village Sarsehad, P.O. Nagwain, Tehsil Aut, District 
Mandi, H.P.    . . Applicants. 
 
                                               Versus 

 
General Public 

 
Subject.—Application for the registration of Marriage under Section 15 of Special Marriage      Act, 

1954. 
 
 Raj Rumar s/o Sh. Mahender Kumar, Village Sarsehad, P.O. Nagwain, Tehsil Aut, District 
Mandi, H.P.  and Parwati d/o Sh. Revat Ram, Village Sarsehad, P.O. Nagwain, Tehsil Aut, District 
Mandi, H.P.  (at present wife of Raj Rumar s/o Sh. Mahender Kumar, Village Sarsehad, P.O. 
Nagwain, Tehsil Aut, District Mandi (H.P.) have filed an application alongwith affidavits in the 
court of undersigned under Section 15 of Special Marriage Act, 1954  that they have solemnized 
their marriage on 18-02-2002 according to Hindu rites and customs at their respective houses 
Mandi, District Mandi and they are living together as husband and wife since then. Hence, their 
marriage may be registered under Special Marriage Act, 1954. 

 
 Therefore, the general public is hereby informed through this notice that any person who 
has any objection regarding this marriage, can file the objection personally or in writing before  this 
court on or before 03-09-2021 after that no objection will be entertained and marriage will be 
registered. 
 
 Issued today on 04th day of August, 2021 under my hand and seal of the court. 
 
Seal.    Sd/- 

Marriage Officer-cum-Sub-Divisional Magistrate, 
Sadar,  District Mandi (H.P.). 

 

_________ 
 

In the Court of Marriage Officer-cum-Sub-Divisional Magistrate, Sadar, 
District Mandi, H. P. 

 

In the matter of :— 

 
 1. Goldy Sharma s/o Shiri Niwas, r/o Barout, Baraut(81), Barout Kurukshetra, Haryana-
136132.  

 
 2. Sonika d/o Sh. Hem Raj, r/o H. No. 90/8, Darmayana Muhalla, P.O. Mandi, Tehsil 
Sadar, District Mandi, H.P. . . Applicants. 
 
   
                                               Versus 

 
General Public 

 
Subject.—Application for the registration of Marriage under Section 15 of Special Marriage      Act, 

1954. 
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 Goldy Sharma s/o Shiri Niwas, r/o Barout, Baraut(81), Barout Kurukshetra, Haryana-
136132 and Sonika d/o Sh. Hem Raj, r/o H. No. 90/8, Darmayana Muhalla, P.O. Mandi, Tehsil 
Sadar, District Mandi, H.P (at present wife of Goldy Sharma s/o Shiri Niwas, r/o Barout, 
Baraut(81), Barout Kurukshetra, Haryana-136132) have filed an application alongwith affidavits in 
the court of undersigned under Section 15 of Special Marriage Act, 1954  that they have 
solemnized their marriage on 24-11-2020 according to Hindu rites and customs at Tarna Temple 
Mandi, District Mandi and they are living together as husband and wife since then. Hence, their 
marriage may be registered under Special Marriage Act, 1954. 

 
 Therefore, the general public is hereby informed through this notice that any person who 
has any objection regarding this marriage, can file the objection personally or in writing before  this 
court on or before 03-09-2021 after that no objection will be entertained and marriage will be 
registered. 
 
 Issued today on 04th day of August, 2021 under my hand and seal of the court. 
 
 
Seal.    Sd/- 

Marriage Officer-cum-Sub-Divisional Magistrate, 
Sadar,  District Mandi (H.P.). 

 
 

_________ 
 
 

In the Court of Marriage Officer-cum-Sub-Divisional Magistrate, Sadar, 
District Mandi, H. P. 

 

In the matter of :— 

 
 1. Karun Sharma s/o Sh. Pawan Kumar, Village Trayambla (Bag), P.O. Pandoh , Tehsil 
Sadar, District Mandi, H.P.  

 
 2. Anjna Sharma d/o Sh. Ramesh Sharma, Vill. Karwandi, P.O. Gohar, Tehsil Chachyot, 
District Mandi, H.P.  . . Applicants. 
 
                                               Versus 

 
General Public 

 
Subject.—Application for the registration of Marriage under Section 15 of Special Marriage      Act, 

1954. 
 

 Karun Sharma s/o Sh. Pawan Kumar, Village Trayambla (Bag), P.O. Pandoh , Tehsil Sadar, 
District Mandi, H.P. and Anjna Sharma d/o Sh. Ramesh Sharma, Vill. Karwandi, P.O. Gohar, 
Tehsil Chachyot, District Mandi, H.P. (at present wife of Karun Sharma, s/o Sh. Pawan Kumar, 
Village Trayambla (Bag), P.O. Pandoh , Tehsil Sadar, District Mandi, H.P) have filed an 
application alongwith affidavits in the court of undersigned under Section 15 of Special Marriage 
Act, 1954  that they have solemnized their marriage on 22-07-2021 according to Hindu rites and 
customs at Shri Dev Kamaru Nag Temple Karwandi Gohar, District Mandi and they are living 
together as husband and wife since then. Hence, their marriage may be registered under Special 
Marriage Act, 1954. 
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 Therefore, the general public is hereby informed through this notice that any person who 
has any objection regarding this marriage, can file the objection personally or in writing before  this 
court on or before 04-09-2021 after that no objection will be entertained and marriage will be 
registered. 
 
 Issued today on 05th day of August, 2021 under my hand and seal of the court. 
 
 
Seal.    Sd/- 

Marriage Officer-cum-Sub-Divisional Magistrate, 
Sadar,  District Mandi (H.P.). 

 

_________ 
 

In the Court of Marriage Officer-cum-Sub-Divisional Magistrate, Sadar, 
District Mandi, H. P. 

 

In the matter of :— 

 
 1. Ajay s/o Sh. Jyoti Sharma, r/o H. No. 333, K. R. Niwas Bhiuli, P.O. Purani Mandi, 
Tehsil Sadar, District Mandi, H.P.  

 
 2. Ranjna d/o Sh. Pawan Kumar, r/o H. No. 24/10, Chanderlok Street Mandi Town, 
Tehsil Sadar, District Mandi, H.P.  . . Applicants. 
 
                                               Versus 

 
General Public 

 
Subject.—Application for the registration of Marriage under Section 15 of Special Marriage      Act, 

1954. 
 
 Ajay s/o Sh. Jyoti Sharma, r/o H. No. 333, K. R. Niwas Bhiuli, P.O. Purani Mandi, Tehsil 
Sadar, District Mandi, H.P. and Ranjna d/o Sh. Pawan Kumar, r/o H. No. 24/10, Chanderlok Street 
Mandi Town, Tehsil Sadar, District Mandi, H.P. (at present wife of Ajay s/o Sh. Jyoti Sharma, r/o 
H. No. 333, K. R. Niwas Bhiuli, P.O. Purani Mandi, Tehsil Sadar, District Mandi, H.P.) have filed 
an application alongwith affidavits in the court of undersigned under Section 15 of Special 
Marriage Act, 1954  that they have solemnized their marriage on 19-10-2020 according to Hindu 
rites and customs at their respective houses Mandi, District Mandi and they are living together as 
husband and wife since then. Hence, their marriage may be registered under Special Marriage Act, 
1954. 
 
 Therefore, the general public is hereby informed through this notice that any person who 
has any objection regarding this marriage, can file the objection personally or in writing before  this 
court on or before 04-09-2021 after that no objection will be entertained and marriage will be 
registered. 
 

 Issued today on 05th day of August, 2021 under my hand and seal of the court. 
 
Seal.    Sd/- 

Marriage Officer-cum-Sub-Divisional Magistrate, 
Sadar,  District Mandi (H.P.). 



 3136        jkti=] fgekpy izns'k] 02 flrEcj] 2021@11 Hkknzin] 1943         
 

In the Court of Marriage Officer-cum-Sub-Divisional Magistrate, Sadar, 
District Mandi, H. P. 

 

In the matter of :— 

 
 1. Sonu s/o Sh. Lakhvinder Singh, r/o H. No. 97/3, Jail Road Mandi, P.O. Mandi, Tehsil 
Sadar, District Mandi, H.P.  

 
 2. Navneet Kaur d/o Sh. Narayan Singh, r/o H. No. 92/6, Samkhetar Mandi, P.O. Mandi, 
Tehsil Sadar, District Mandi, H.P.  . . Applicants. 
 
                                               Versus 

 
General Public 

 
Subject.—Application for the registration of Marriage under Section 15 of Special Marriage      Act, 

1954. 
 
 Sonu s/o Sh. Lakhvinder Singh, r/o H. No. 97/3, Jail Road Mandi, P.O. Mandi, Tehsil 
Sadar, District Mandi, H.P.  and Navneet Kaur d/o Sh. Narayan Singh, r/o H. No. 92/6, Samkhetar 
Mandi, P.O. Mandi, Tehsil Sadar, District Mandi, H.P. (at present wife of Sonu s/o Sh. Lakhvinder 
Singh, r/o H. No. 97/3, Jail Road Mandi, P.O. Mandi, Tehsil Sadar, District Mandi, H.P.) have filed 
an application alongwith affidavits in the court of undersigned under Section 15 of Special 
Marriage Act, 1954  that they have solemnized their marriage on 16-02-2020 according to Hindu 
(Sikh) rites and customs at Gurudwara Shri Bhaini Sahib Ludhiana (Punjab) and they are living 
together as husband and wife since then. Hence, their marriage may be registered under Special 
Marriage Act, 1954. 

 
 Therefore, the general public is hereby informed through this notice that any person who 
has any objection regarding this marriage, can file the objection personally or in writing before  this 
court on or before 06-09-2021 after that no objection will be entertained and marriage will be 
registered. 
 
 Issued today on 07th day of August, 2021 under my hand and seal of the court. 
 
Seal.    Sd/- 

Marriage Officer-cum-Sub-Divisional Magistrate, 
Sadar,  District Mandi (H.P.). 

 

_________ 
 

In the Court of Marriage Officer-cum-Sub-Divisional Magistrate, Sadar, 
District Mandi, H. P. 

 

In the matter of :— 

 
 1. Lal Singh s/o Sh. Bhup Singh, Vill. Ghat, P.O. Deori, Tehsil Sadar, District Mandi, 
H.P.  

 
 2. Neelam Devi d/o Sh. Bhagat Ram, V. P.O. Baryara, Tehsil Kotli, District Mandi, H.P.  
     . . Applicants. 
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                                               Versus 

 
General Public 

 
Subject.—Application for the registration of Marriage under Section 15 of Special Marriage      Act, 

1954. 
 
 Lal Singh s/o Sh. Bhup Singh, Vill. Ghat, P.O. Deori, Tehsil Sadar, District Mandi, H.P. 
and Neelam Devi d/o Sh. Bhagat Ram, V. P.O. Baryara, Tehsil Kotli, District Mandi, H.P. (at 
present wife of Lal Singh s/o Sh. Bhup Singh, Vill. Ghat, P.O. Deori, Tehsil Sadar, District Mandi, 
H.P.) have filed an application alongwith affidavits in the court of undersigned under Section 15 of 
Special Marriage Act, 1954  that they have solemnized their marriage on 20-10-2020 according to 
Hindu rites and customs at Baniouri Temple Chachiot, District Mandi and they are living together 
as husband and wife since then. Hence, their marriage may be registered under Special Marriage 
Act, 1954. 

 
 Therefore, the general public is hereby informed through this notice that any person who 
has any objection regarding this marriage, can file the objection personally or in writing before  this 
court on or before 05-09-2021 after that no objection will be entertained and marriage will be 
registered. 
 
 Issued today on 06th day of August, 2021 under my hand and seal of the court. 
 
 
Seal.    Sd/- 

Marriage Officer-cum-Sub-Divisional Magistrate, 
Sadar,  District Mandi (H.P.). 

 
 

_________ 
 
 

In the Court of Marriage Officer-cum-Sub-Divisional Magistrate, Sadar, 
District Mandi, H. P. 

 

In the matter of :— 

 
 1. Himansu Dhawan s/o Sh. Shart Chander Dhawan, r/o H.No. 172/8, Darmiyuana 
Muhalla Mandi, P.O. Mandi, Tehsil Sadar, District Mandi, H.P.  

 
 2. Divya Sharma d/o Sh. Yogesh Sharma, r/o V. P.O. Kunhoo, Tehsil Karsog, District 
Mandi, H.P.           . . Applicants 
     
 
                                               Versus 

 
General Public 

 
Subject.—Application for the registration of Marriage under Section 15 of Special Marriage      Act, 

1954. 
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 Himansu Dhawan s/o Sh. Shart Chander Dhawan, r/o H.No. 172/8, Darmiyuana Muhalla 
Mandi, P.O. Mandi, Tehsil Sadar, District Mandi, H.P. and Divya Sharma d/o Sh. Yogesh Sharma, 
r/o V. P.O. Kunhoo, Tehsil Karsog, District Mandi, H.P. (at present wife of Himansu Dhawan s/o 
Sh. Shart Chander Dhawan, r/o H.No. 172/8, Darmiyuana Muhalla Mandi, P.O. Mandi, Tehsil 
Sadar, District Mandi, H.P.) have filed an application alongwith affidavits in the court of 
undersigned under Section 15 of Special Marriage Act, 1954  that they have solemnized their 
marriage on 16-08-2021 according to Hindu rites and customs at Bagla Mukha Temple Chobatta 
Bazar Mandi, and they are living together as husband and wife since then. Hence, their marriage 
may be registered under Special Marriage Act, 1954. 

 
 Therefore, the general public is hereby informed through this notice that any person who 
has any objection regarding this marriage, can file the objection personally or in writing before  this 
court on or before 15-09-2021 after that no objection will be entertained and marriage will be 
registered. 
 
 Issued today on 16th day of August, 2021 under my hand and seal of the court. 
 
Seal.    Sd/- 

Marriage Officer-cum-Sub-Divisional Magistrate, 
Sadar,  District Mandi (H.P.). 

 

_________ 
 

Before the Court of Dr. Ganesh Thakur Assistant Collector 1st Grade (Tehsildar),  
Tehsil Sadar, District Mandi, H. P. 

 

File No. : 19/2021                Date of institution : 15-06-2021               Date of decision : 17-09-2021 

 
 Ashoka Furnishers Ram Nagar Mandi, Tehsil Sadar, District Mandi (H.P.) through  
Ashutosh s/o Kewal Krishan @ Kewal Singh Sethi s/o Roshan Lal, r/o Ram Nagar, Mandi, Tehsil 
Sadar, District Mandi (H.P.)  . . Applicants 
     
 
                                               Versus 

 
General Public 

 
Application under section 35 to 39 of H.P. Land Revenue Act, 1954 for correction of Revenue 
Entries. 
 
 Ashoka Furnishers Ram Nagar Mandi, Tehsil Sadar, District Mandi (H.P.) through  
Ashutosh s/o Kewal Krishan @ Kewal Singh Sethi s/o Roshan Lal, r/o Ram Nagar, Mandi, Tehsil 
Sadar, District Mandi (H.P.) has filed an application stating therein that they have purchased land 
comprised in Khata/Khatauni No. 333min/396min, Khasra No. 2369 measuring 169-50 sq. meters, 
situated in Mohal Mangwain/366/8, Tehsil Sadar, District Mandi (H.P.) from Sh. Devi Roop son of 
Sh. Narpat son of Dayalu, resident of Mangwain Mohalla, Mandi Town, Tehsil Sadar, District 
Mandi (H.P.) and the entries are running in the name of Ashutosh sons of Kewal Krishan alias 
Kewal Sethi son of Roshan Lal local resident and these entries are still subsisting in the Nakal 
Jamabandi of Muhal Mangwain, Tehsil Sadar, District Mandi. The name of their Firm who hold 
this property i.e. Khasra No.2369 area measuring 169.50 sq. meters  (Gair Mumkin House Pucca 
Single Storey) is Ashoka Furnishers Ram Nagar Mandi, Tehsil Sadar Mandi. They have requested 
to correct the actual and real name of Firm in the revenue record against the above Khasra Number 
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i.e. Ashoka Furnishers Ram Nagar Mandi, Tehsil Sadar, District Mandi  through  Ashutosh Sethi 
s/o Kewal Krishan @ Kewal Sethi s/o Roshan Lal, r/o Ram Nagar, Mandi, since this firm is the 
actual owner of the property. 
 
 In support of the application the applicant has attached copy of sale deed and along with 
other relevant documents. For the confirmation of the claim/ application a proclamation is issued 
hereby to the General Public with the contents that if anybody has any objections regarding this 
claim he can file the objection or appear in person in my court on or before 17-09-2021. If no 
obejection is received fron the general public thereupon, ex-parte proceeding will be taken against 
the general public. Therefore order to correct the entry in Possession columns of Jamabandi as per 
the application. 
 
 Given under my hand and seal of the court today this 17th day of July, 2021. 
 
 
Seal.     

DR. GANESH THAKUR,  
Assistant Collector 1st Grade, 

 Tehsil Sadar,District Mandi, H. P. 
 
 

_________ 
 
 

c vnkyr rglhynkj ,oa lgk;d lekgrkZ izFke oxZ] gjksyh] ftyk Åuk ¼fg0iz0½  
 

b'rgkj eq'=h equknh tsj /kkjk&23 Hkw&jktLo vf/kfu;e] 1954 
 
 
nj[okLr ceqjkn nq#Lrh jktLo fjdkMZ egky jksMk okyhoky dh tekcUnh lky 2017&2018 esa vfe;k iq= 
jyk dh ctk;s nyhi flag iq= jyk ntZ djus ckjsA  
 
 

cuke 
  

vke turk 
 
 mijksDr eqdíek muoku okyk esa izkFkhZ iyfoUnj flag iq= lqPpk flag] oklh jksMk okyhoky] 
rglhy gjksyh] ftyk Åuk us izkFkZuk&i= izLrqr djds fuosnu fd;k gS fd mlds nknk dk uke [ksoV 
uEcj 442] [krkSuh uEcj 599] tekcUnh lky 2017&2018 esa vfe;ka iq= jyk xyr pyk vk jgk gSA 
tcfd mlds nknk dk lgh uke nyhi flag iq= jyk gSA vr% loZlk/kkj.k dks bl b'rgkj }kjk lwfpr 
fd;k tkrk gS fd vxj fdlh Hkh O;fDr dks mDr uke dh nq#Lrh ckjs dksbZ ,rjkt gks rks og eqdíek dh 
iSjoh gsrq vlkyru ;k odkyru bl U;k;ky; esa fnukad 03&09&2021 dks izkr% 10-00 cts gkftj vk;sa 
gkftj u vkus dh lwjr esa muds f[kykQ ,drjQk dk;Zokgh vey esa ykbZ tkdj eqdíek dk fuiVkjk dj 
fn;k tk;sxk A 
  
 vkt fnukad --------------------- dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh gqvkA 
 
eksgjA        gLrk{kfjr@& 

 rglhynkj ,oa lgk;d lekgrkZ izFke oxZ] 
gjksyh] ftyk Åuk ¼fg0 iz0½A 
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c vnkyr rglhynkj ,oa lgk;d lekgrkZ izFke oxZ] gjksyh] ftyk Åuk ¼fg0iz0½  

 
b'rgkj eq'=h equknh tsj /kkjk&23 Hkw&jktLo vf/kfu;e] 1954 

 
 
nj[okLr ceqjkn nq#Lrh jktLo fjdkMZ egky jksMk okyhoky dh tekcUnh lky 2017&2018 esa /;ku flag 
dh ctk;s /kUuk flag ntZ djus ckjsA  
 

cuke 
  

vke turk 
 
 mijksDr eqdíek muoku okyk esa izkFkhZ ryfoUnj flag iq= lUrk flag] oklh jksMk okyhoky] 
rglhy gjksyh] ftyk Åuk us izkFkZuk&i= izLrqr djds fuosnu fd;k gS fd mlds nknk dk uke [ksoV 
uEcj 442] [krkSuh uEcj 599] 600 tekcUnh lky 2017&2018 esa /;ku flag iq= jyk xyr pyk vk jgk 
gSA tcfd izkFkhZ vius nknk dk uke /;ku flag iq= jyk dh ctk;s /kUuk flag iq= jyk ntZ djkuk pkgrk 
gSA vr% loZlk/kkj.k dks bl b'rgkj }kjk lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd vxj fdlh Hkh O;fDr dks mDr uke 
dh nq#Lrh ckjs dksbZ ,rjkt gks rks og eqdíek dh iSjoh gsrq vlkyru ;k odkyru bl U;k;ky; esa 
fnukad 03&09&2021 dks izkr% 10-00 cts gkftj vk;sa gkftj u vkus dh lwjr esa muds f[kykQ ,drjQk 
dk;Zokgh vey esa ykbZ tkdj eqdíek dk fuiVkjk dj fn;k tk;sxk A 
  
 vkt fnukad --------------------- dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh gqvkA 
 
eksgjA        gLrk{kfjr@& 

 rglhynkj ,oa lgk;d lekgrkZ izFke oxZ] 
gjksyh] ftyk Åuk ¼fg0 iz0½A 

 
&&&&&&&& 

 
c vnkyr Jh lat; dqekj] uk;c rglhynkj ,oa lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; oxZ] Åuk]  

ftyk Åuk ¼fg0 iz0½ 
 

eqDíek % bUnzkt lsgr ukeA  is'kh % 16&09&2021- 
 
nkok la[;k ua0--------------@Teh. Una/M. Reg./2021. 
 
 dsoy Ñ".k iq= Jh nkrk jke] oklh okMZ ua0 4] foosd uxj Åuk] rglhy o ftyk Åuk ¼fg0 iz0½ 
    - - oknhA 
  

cuke 
 

vke turk 
 

fo"k;-&&nq#Lrh uke fg0 iz0 jk0 vf/kfu;e] 1954 dh tsj /kkjk 37 ds rgr mi&egky eykgr uxj esa 
uke nq#Lrh ckjsA  

 
 mijksDr eqdíek ckjs izkFkhZ us bl U;k;ky; esa izkFkZuk&i= xqtkjk gS ftlesa fy[kk gS fd mldk 
Lo;a dk lgh uke dsoy Ñ".k gS tcfd mi&egky eykgr uxj ds jktLo vfHkys[k esa mldk Lo;a dk 
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uke dsoy jke iq= Jh nkrw jke ntZ gS tksfd xyr bUnzkt gqvk gSA izkFkhZ mDr uke dks nq#Lr djds 
dsoy jke miuke dsoy Ñ".k iq= Jh nkrw jke ntZ djokuk pkgrk gSA   
 
 vr% mDr izkFkZuk&i= ds lUnHkZ esa mijksDr uke dh nq#Lrh ckjs fdlh dks dksbZ mtj ;k ,rjkt 
gks rks og vlkyru ;k odkyru bl U;k;ky; esa fnukad 16&09&2021 dks lqcg 10-00 cts gkftj vk 
ldrk gSA gkftj u vkus dh fLFkfr esa ,drjQk dk;Zokgh vey esa ykbZ tkdj vkxkeh vkns'k ikfjr dj 
fn;s tk,axsA blds ckn dksbZ Hkh mtj ;k ,rjkt dkfcys lek;r u gksxkA 
 
 vkt fnukad 17&08&2021 dks essjs gLrk{kj o U;k;ky; dh eksgj }kjk tkjh gqvkA 
 
 

eksgjA               lat; dqekj] 
       uk;c rglhynkj ,oa lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; oxZ]  

Åuk] ftyk Åuk ¼fg0 iz0½A 
 
 
 

&&&&&&&&&  
 
 

c vnkyr Jh lat; dqekj] uk;c rglhynkj ,oa lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; oxZ] Åuk]  
ftyk Åuk ¼fg0 iz0½ 

 

eqDíek % bUnzkt lsgr ukeA  is'kh % 16&09&2021- 
nkok la[;k ua0--------------@Teh. Una/M. Reg./2021. 
 
 lq'khy dqekj iq= Jh fijFkh flag] oklh pyksyk] rglhy o ftyk Åuk ¼fg0 iz0½ - - oknhA 
  

cuke 
 

vke turk 
 

fo"k;-&&nq#Lrh uke fg0 iz0 jk0 vf/kfu;e] 1954 dh tsj /kkjk 37 ds rgr mi&egky pyksyk f}rh; esa 
uke nq#Lrh ckjsA  

 
 mijksDr eqdíek ckjs izkFkhZ us bl U;k;ky; esa izkFkZuk&i= xqtkjk gS ftlesa fy[kk gS fd mldh 
nknh dk lgh uke Jherh vukj nsoh gS tcfd mi&egky pyksyk f}rh; ds jktLo vfHkys[k esa mldh 
nknh dk uke ukj nsoh ntZ gS tksfd xyr bUnzkt gqvk gSA izkFkhZ mDr uke dks nq#Lr djds ukj nsoh 
miuke vukj nsoh ntZ djokuk pkgrk gSA   
 
 vr% mDr izkFkZuk&i= ds lUnHkZ esa mijksDr uke dh nq#Lrh ckjs fdlh dks dksbZ mtj ;k ,rjkt 
gks rks og vlkyru ;k odkyru bl U;k;ky; esa fnukad 16&09&2021 dks lqcg 10-00 cts gkftj vk 
ldrk gSA gkftj u vkus dh fLFkfr esa ,drjQk dk;Zokgh vey esa ykbZ tkdj vkxkeh vkns'k ikfjr dj 
fn;s tk,axsA blds ckn dksbZ Hkh mtj ;k ,rjkt dkfcys lek;r u gksxkA 
 
 vkt fnukad 17&08&2021 dks essjs gLrk{kj o U;k;ky; dh eksgj }kjk tkjh gqvkA 
 
 

eksgjA               lat; dqekj] 
       uk;c rglhynkj ,oa lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; oxZ]  

Åuk] ftyk Åuk ¼fg0 iz0½A 
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In the Court of  Marriage Officer-cum-Sub-Divisional Magistrate, Bangana, Distt. Una (H.P.) 
 
 1. Sh. Deepak Bodh s/o Shri Dev Raj Bodh, r/o Village Rounkhar, P.O.Talmehra, Tehsil 
Bangana, District Una (H.P.). 
 
 2. Pooja d/o Sh. Vijay Kumar, r/o House No. F13/561, Gali No. 3 Nehru Colony Majitha 
Road, Amritsar-1, Punjab                                                                                 ..Applicants. 

 
                  

Versus 
 

General Public 
 

Subject.—Application for the registration of marriage under section 15 of Special Marriage Act, 
1954 (H.P.). 

 
 Sh. Deepak Bodh s/o Shri Dev Raj Bodh, r/o Village Rounkhar, P.O.Talmehra, Tehsil 
Bangana, District Una (H.P.) and  Pooja d/o Sh. Vijay Kumar, r/o House No. F13/561, Gali No. 3 
Nehru Colony Majitha Road, Amritsar-1, Punjab at present wife of Sh. Deepak Bodh s/o Shri Dev 
Raj Bodh, r/o Village Rounkhar, P.O.Talmehra, Tehsil Bangana, District Una (H.P.) have filed an 
application alongwith affidavits in the court of undersigned under Section 15 of Special Marriage 
Act, 1954 (H.P.) that they have solemnized their marriage on 23-11-2019 according to Hindu rites 
customs at Village Rounkhar, P.O.Talmehra, Tehsil Bangana, District Una (H.P.) and they are 
living together as husband and wife since then. Hence their marriage may be registered under 
section 15 of the Special Marriage Act, 1954. 
 

 Therefore, the general public is hereby informed through this notice that any person who 
has any objections regarding  this marriage can file the objections personally or in writing before 
this court on or before 28-09-2021.  After that no objections will be entertained and marriage will 
be registered.  
 

 Issued today on 10th August, 2021 under my hand and seal of the court. 
 
Seal.    Sd/- 

   Marriage Officer-cum-Sub-Divisional Magistrate, 
   Bangana, District Una (H.P.). 

 

_________ 
 

uke ifjorZu 
 
 eSa] vuq jksaxVk iq=h Jh jktsUnz flag] fuoklh xkao t'kyk] Mkd?kj nsojh [kusVh] rglhy dksV[kkbZ] 
ftyk f'keyk ¼fg0iz0½ ?kks"k.kk djrh gwa fd ljdkjh nLrkostksa esa esjk uke vuq /kjesbZd o esjs firk dk uke 
jktk jke xyr ntZ gS ftls nq#Lr dj eSfVªd ds nLrkost vuqlkj eSa viuk uke vuq jksaxVk vkSj firk 
dk uke nq#Lr dj jktsUnz flag dj jgh gwaA lHkh ljdkjh nLrkostksa esa bls Bhd fd;k tk,A  
 

  

vuq jksaxVk]  
iq=h Jh jktsUnz flag] fuoklh xkao t'kyk] 
 Mkd?kj nsojh [kusVh] rglhy dksV[kkbZ]  

ftyk f'keyk ¼fg0iz0½A 
 

fu;U=d] eqnz.k rFkk ys[ku lkexzh] fgekpy izns'k] f'keyk&5 }kjk eqfnzr rFkk izdkf'kr 
bysDVªkWfud gLrk{kfjr jkti=] oSclkbV http://rajpatrahimachal.nic.in ij miyC/k gS ,oe~ vkWuykbu lR;kfir fd;k tk ldrk gS 
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