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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:—

SI. No. Ref. No. Petitioner Respondent Date of Award/Order
1. 670/16 Jai Dev E.E. HPPWD, Sarkaghat & | 03-05-2021
Others.
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, 1AS
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. 1 670/2016
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,
DistrictMandi, H.P. . .Petitioner.

Versus

1. The Superintending Engineer, H.P.P.W.D. 1st Circle, Mandi, DistrictMandi, 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, 46 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. Ifissue 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
RWI1. 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.RWI1/B is the copy of details of working of the petitioner in B&R Sub
Division, HPPWD Baldwara.

13. Ex.RWI1/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 ie. 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 228, 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.RWI1/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.RWI1/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 Liag 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) FILLR 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) FILLR 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 228 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. Ist Circle, Mandi, DistrictMandi, 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. 1Ist 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. Ifissue 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 of325,000/-

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.l, 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. PWI1/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
RWI1. 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.RWI1/B is the copy of details of working of the petitioner in B&R Sub
Division, HPPWD Baldwara.

13. Ex.RWI1/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. RWI1/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 ie. 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 [..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.RWI1/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.RWI1/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 (RWI1) 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 Liag 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) FILLR 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) FILLR 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) ELR 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 325,000/- (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. 1 656/2016
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, DistrictMandi, 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. Ifissue No. 1 is proved in affirmative, to what service benefits the petitioner is
entitled to? . .OPP.



IoTuF, fearaet uewn, 02 RIawR, 2021 /11 WIEUE, 1943 3103

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 ofI35,000/-

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. PWI1/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
RWI1. 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.RWI1/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.RWI1/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.
RWI1/B. It appears to have not been disputed by the petitioner, as it was merely
suggested by the petitioner to respondent No. 2 that ExRW1/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
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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, (RWI1) 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.RWI1/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.RWI1/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 Liag 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) FL.LR

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) FLLR 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) ELR 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 I35,000/- (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. 1 655/2016
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, DistrictMandi, 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. Ifissue 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.



IoTuF, fearaet uewn, 02 RIawR, 2021 /11 WIEUE, 1943 3111
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 PWI1 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
RWI1. 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.RWI1/B is the copy of details of working of the petitioner in B&R Sub
Division, HPPWD Baldwara.

13. Ex.RWI1/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. RWI1/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 ie. 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 [..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.RWI1/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 (I.&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.RWI1/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.RWI1/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.RWI1/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 (RWI1) 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 Liag Ram vs. State of H.P. and ors.. 2012 (2) Him. L.R.(FB) 580 (majorit
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) FLLR 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 I25,000/- (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.
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FERIS FHTRdl fgdg Siof,
w2hr, Rretr st (fRo Wo)
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9 IISTod 9Ed FHEdt fgdg Al Ud sRieR queiian), dedld gHee,
fStem wirsT (fRovo)

HpeHAT F0 : /21

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

ERIk|

STH STl

T — o T—u3 SR GRT 13(3) fRATEe ucer usiiaxor e, 1969.
AT M 3MH e |

Sh. Tek Bahadur s/o Sun Bhadur, r/o Upper Bhagsu Nag, P.O. Bhagsunag, Tehsil
Dharamshala, District Kangra (H.P.) 9 9 IErad # IMU-ud Afed JPHEAT QTAN foar & f&
I Son Meem Gurung &7 S+ f&HId 29—09—2002 BT F3T & U] THON! SFRITeAT / I G=mard
H S USHgd A | A 39 Uoiidd (hd O & ey Y SRi | 39 At & §RT |9
ST BT Tl FHRId el B giud fear Siar & f6 afe B &1 SIRied Meem Bhadur
F ST Gollgpd fhd S N PIS YaRTSl &1 Al 9% 319+ BRI JTaTald H i 15—09—2021 T
JATATT IT DT BIR JATHY AYAT TaRTST UL B Fbell @ AT A AY—u= 5T
Aty Usiiepd By S IR 3esr Uik &R & SR |

M1 fedip 19—08—2021 DT BN BEER T HIBY ISl gRT SINI o r3m |

AR | FXATEIRT / —
WERIS aHTEd! fada siofl,
gHeTe, 7 st (fRowo) |

T 37eTer 1 gEhel BAR, T TedieiaR U4 Wera aamedl fadr Sroft, g,

Srerm siTer (fR0 W0)
e o : A Rl : 27—09—2021
2 35T PAR YA AT Ube "= YA Al 71, aril Tid g STHER FaRI, Tedld $RN,
fStetr wivreT (20 Yo) el |
CRIC|
SIGEGERI)

v ——UrefA—uz SR GRT 13(3) ST UaH qg USIBRUT STFaH, 1969 & J=<id Feg Usiighd
PRAT B ToIY |
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grefl &1 3o FAR YA Al UBl Fe gF A Arg, RN Md g S[HER gakl, dsdle]
R, oTar @irer, 20 "o 7 WS U qmug({f-‘wwﬁ»‘ﬂT%ﬁ?Wﬂ%ﬁﬁT%ﬁTcﬁ
“\j?Trﬁ—d DR g 3 UBHRT dg GF S Alg, M, IR T 9 SIHER 5aRl, dedid garl el
HITS! feArae uee e 9 316 10—11—2020 BT Tid G STHER sc:Nl gl 3T, T
FiTel, 80 Yo # g8 ©| SHhT G USHHRU UM UaId SaRI, dedld SRl fTer SirsT,
1%0uo%Waa—gaﬁé@ﬁaﬁqgmélwﬁﬁwﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁm%aﬁmﬁmm
QB B g&T & | SHfelY I8 37U AT &1 Jog Yool I UaRd SaRl & Jfffed # o
PHRAT B YAV BT HAT a8l 2 | O & dxe & 3meer uiRd fhd o1 |

3 9 SIAER IOYH & §RT FIAERY Bl Grord (HAr Sar & b Ia g usiiarvl
PR IR T ff Ffad &1 B A TaRTT 81 Ar 98 STTad AT gdhlelde fadih 27—09—2021 BT
UTd: 10.00 SO (ST 8ol § SURLT IR 3MTAT VaRTSl U PR Hbal & | PIs Yaxiol U +
B B XA H GG GONBRIT B 3 YIRS I Y SIg |

ST feT 18—08—2021 BT X BXAER T AIBR ITaTad Aled NI fhar |
e | AR / —

A9 dedicieR Ud dgided adredi fgdg of),
g, Rt wivret (fRo Wo) |

§ I7QTed ABUIdGR U9 Wed waredl, Yo St /RER, ot &iver (Bo Jo)

2 GAT |AR G 20 GAY T G Al TR, Rl Ta @oi, S0 dedi, dedld /IR,
Rret wireT (R0 Wo) el |

JMH ST - yfrara |

UIRIA—9F AF ORI WIAT 70 147, 4 WoA, S0 Hadl, Tedld RYR, Tl BRTeT (fB0 Uo) |

maﬁ%ﬁgﬁﬁwga%ﬁwﬁga%ﬁw,wmww,ao NECIIGERIR
RER, NIer wivTs! (1%0 90) o U URA-UF ORI © o e fear © kS| fUdr @
H D AR BIE, Tt Afhde T 3 xaas # GHd AR g3 Ay o< I3 Iax <9
forar &, QI ¥E1 &, SEfd o Rere #8id @ood & @dl 50 147 H I9ad (U1 &1 94
GHTY FAR 3 THR &6l 8 Sl b Teld 8 | 37 I fUdT &l M g% b1 S |

fcraTel 319 STl Pl $9 S8R RISUa gRT o fbar Sirr & & afe fodl =afd @
I wreil & fUar & A @ TORI BIF W Bl SMURT & df 98 20 a7 & =R 39 T H
IATATT IT THTAdT BIOR BIBY TARTST SRR BR AhdT & TIAT I8 A ST b sl
qM ORI WR AR T8I T | 3 MR ¥ §OKRi & 3Mae SRl R QU g |

31TST &I 07—08—2021 DI WX BXIER g HIBR IaTeld A ST §aTT |

HIEN | BXTIEIRT / —
BEREARIECIOL N
TR, e swirer (fRo 1o) |
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9 ITETad Ted aHEal fgdra oo, aeiie sreia, e 7avst (Ro wo)

e /R ¢ 05 /2021

s Sl I g3 & REs M, Faril 19 JEER, STEER SR, dgdid arerardl,
Stetr 7T (20 o) |

ERIR

SATH ST1dT

vy —<Tora Rars § M ORI N 3dad uF |

S Tl YW gF A Ryeg W, AR T omeRR, SeER TSI, dEsid detdibl,
ST AvST (20 Yo) <1 U I7ded UH HY WU UF 3H SR & A1 YOIRT © b W A9 UAD
BRI | Slel I & Tof 7, Afh Iord fmT & Rére AeTal AramR # el I g9l &
T & | T {6 § SO dRa Sl M & goid STel I 1 qof HRAET aredl g |

3d: 39 S¥ABR NI WAWMRU SiFal 9 fRads fddl o gfaa fear omar g &
SWIGT M B O B IR fHdl | Afdd &1 dIg 3Muiy & ar a8 f&Ad 03—09—2021 Bl
AT SHA Y4 SFAEER] & A AT AT IPhleicad SURIT BIhR U 3MURT TSl DR bl
2| 9D UL Pls A UARIST Blidel FHARK T8l B8R TAT Aded U5 W AR Sriare!
I H TS ST |

31TST &I 05—08—2021 DI WX BXIER g HIBR JaTeld GRI NI §aTT |

AER | FAEIRT / —
ErIS aHTed! fadra soft,
TEdId aretratat, e 7ot (fRo Wo) |

9 IETed Hegd |ATEdr fgdarg siofl, aedia dretiar, e qvet (o Wo)
Tt %R : 06 /2021

s uA R g3 40 Jory, Marl Td 99e, STheER a7, dedld dretrdia], fSrer qust
(fRo wo) |

ERIR

STH ST dAT

vy —<Tora Rars § M ORI N 3dad uF |

s uA R g3 40 Jory, Marl 9 99g, STheR a7, dgdld drerdia], fTer qusT
(%0uo)#wsﬂaﬁwwwawgﬂmzﬁﬂww%%ﬁﬂﬂmmwﬁ
9 Rig &1 91 7, offd ora faiT @ Rare #8Td @ord # Ui 9 #8Td a9e # U9 <of &
T & | el {6 # gov axa 0, U & 9oy U9 Rig § <o dxarT aredr g |
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3 §9 SYIBR §RI WAWERY SiHal 9 fRdeg «@fdqal & gfua fear omar & &
SWRIGd 7 $I oI dd IR B0 W Afdq &1 oI5 mufy & a1 98 e 03—09—2021 &1
SHH U4 SEWEN] & |H AT AT Ihleiad SURIT B MU 3MURT TS DR Ahdl
| 39 UTAN Dls |l YRSl Blfdel FARIT T8l B8R QAT Aed 959 R FIATAR SRR
A § TS SITTHY |

Gagrs

35T &I 05—08—2021 DI WX BLXIER g HIBR JaTeld GIRI SIRI §aTT |

ATER | IR / —
ErIS aHTed! fadra soft,
TEdId aretratat, e 7ot (fRo Wo) |

9 I[ETed Hegd |ATEdT fgarg Sofl, Jedia dretdia, e qvet (o Wo)
et %R ¢ 07 /2021

AvEr (R0 Wo) |

ERIR

STH ST dAT

v —<Tora Raprs § M ORI N 3fdad ud |

s gl M gF A A3 I, fardl g M) STeeR ordl, dedidd dretidia, fore
7T (fR0 W0) 7 US SMUSH UF HY UY UF A AT B AN O 2 & A W UD
BT 3 Gefl I & &9 7, olfdhd o farT & R #eTat digs! aearel § @il IM o
g T B | ot 6 # gov o et v @ oy gl v & g5 Ram aredn g

3d: 9 SIAER gRI AIAMRY SiHal 9 fedeg @fdadl @ Jfaa fbar o g o
SWIGd M B O HY IR Bl | afad &1 w18 smuiy &1 a1 a8 &A% 03—09—2021 &I
IT THA Jd SRNEHER] & A IR AT Ihlaiadd SURIA B 3T 3MIRT Tl HR Adhdl
2| 39 UTE DIs |l YARISl Plfdel FARIT T8l B8R QAT 3(ded 959 R FIATaR SRR
A § TS SITTHY |

31TST &I 05—08—2021 DI WX FXIER g HIBR JaTAd GIRT SIRI §aTT |

AR | FXRIRT / —
WERIS aHTEd! fadrg siofl,

o O

el dretratad), Rter 7St (fRo wo) |
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9 I[ETed Hegd |ATEdr fgdarg sofl, Jedia dreia, 57 Jver (Ro Wo)

e /R ¢ 08 /2021
s S gw g Al WU T, Fardl Wa URell oW, SIhER Wi, dedld
qreired), f57erm #uel (f2o 9o) |

ERIE
ATH ofA9d

g ———=ora Rare § T/ goRI R 377ded 0 |

s S g gF #l WU T, Maril Ma URell Y, SIHER Wi, dedid
qTefeie, |\r1c4|méﬁ(%oqo)#wmﬁwwmawwwa%wawéﬁﬁﬁﬁ

31TST &I 05—08—2021 DI WX BXIER g HIBR JaTAd GIRT SIRI §aTT |

AER | FXARIRT / —
WERIS aHTEdl fadrg siofl,

dedrel dreirard), [ter 7St (Ro o) |

9 31T HEd FaTEdt fgdig oof), qediar qrereia), Rtem 7ver (fRo o)
T %R : 09 /2021

AT (20 Wo) |

ERIE

JATH ST-d

2 AT G &0 AT @rws, il Td 8”1, Srher A, dediid dreirdia), el

(%oqo)ﬁwaﬁﬁwwwawa%ﬂﬁw(17)61?4?@?‘3%11&?@13@%@
1969 & ITIVId URIT PRb e fhaT 2 & I8 G U Y a0l &I g 02 HRa,
2016 # EX W A g | O U U daere, e aeide § ool e ® R wef o
PRATT =TT 2 |
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3 §9 SYIBR §RI WAWERY SiHal 9 fRdeg «@fdqal & gfua fear omar & &
SWRIGd 7 $I oI dd IR Bl W Afdq a1 oI5 mufy & a1 98 faid 03—09—2021 &7
SHU U4 SFIIERIEN] & |H AT AT Ihleiad SURIT B MU 3MURT TS DR bl
| 39 UTAN Dls |l YRSl Plfdel FART T8l 8N AT Aed 959 R FIATaR SRR
A § TS SITTHY |

Gagrs

35T &I 05—08—2021 DI WX BLXIER g HIBR JaTeld GIRI SIRI §aTT |

AR | FXRIRT / —
WERIS aHTEd! fadrg siofl,

o O

dedle dretratadl, Rter 7St (fRo wo) |

9 ITETad Ted aHEal fgdra oo, aeiie sreia, e 7avst (Ro wo)
e /R 10 /2021

2 SR T YA A R XM, Faril Ta drl, STeER o], dediel aretrdral, e
AT (B0 o) |

ERIk

STH ST dAT

v ——rore Rapre # M go&il R JAded 9 |

2 SR g YA S TR XM, Fari e arl, STeER o, dediel dretrde], el
AUS! (f20 W0) ¥ U AT UF HY YUY UF $H AR & AT YOIRI & b AT AM IAH
PTG # SR < 81 Tol 8, olfdbd JoRd f¥RT & Repre FeTd diee] aedrsT d Shrar
AR GOl 81 AT 2 | NTAd! {6 H GO BRe SNl AR & GOl STAIel gwa 81 Gol bRardl
ISR

3 §9 SYIBR gRI WAWEIRY SHal 4 f2deg «fdqal o gfua fear omar & &
SWIGd M B O Y IR Bl A @afad &1 w18 smuiy & a1 a8 &A% 03—09—2021 BT
qT SHA T4 SFIEER] & A AT AT IhIaAdd SURIA B U 3MURT TSl DR bl
2| 39 UTAN] Dls |l YRSl Plidel FARIT T8l B8R QAT 3fded U9 R FIATAR SR
IS H TS SITQHAT |

31Tt {1 05—08—2021 BT WX EXIER d HIBR AaTeld GIRT STRI 3T |

AR | FXRIRT / —
WERIS aHTEd! fadrg siofl,

o O

el dretratad), Rter 7St (fRo wo) |
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9 I[ETed Hegd |ATEdr fgdarg sofl, Jedia dreia, 57 Jver (Ro Wo)

T /R ¢ 11 /2021

s R 91 g3 &l g <), ARl 19 97, SdeR gIR, dgdid dretrdra), e
AT (20 Wo) |

ERIE]

SATH ST-d

v —<Tora Rars § M ORI N 3dad uF |

s AR 9T g Sl gAT <dl, FaRi Ta g9, SR gR, dgdrd dreiraidl, el
AU (B0 W0) T US IS U HY IUY UF 9 AR B R IRl © 6 W1 9M IS
FEToa § A 99 €1 &9 ©, offhd ora T & Rare qera 1 # <19 |91 8 T 2
Rra®! {6 # 3o T 5] @ o R [T & <91 HRaET aredl & |

3 39 SYIBR ERT HIA™RU S9dT 9 feadg afeqdl & gfaa fear o 2 &
SWIGd M & O H3 IR B A afad &1 w1 smuly & ar a8 A% 03—09—2021 &1
AT 3EA Yd SRIEKIEN! & HHA IHTAd AT IHhleld- SURLT BIDHY AU MART GOl B Fhdl
21 9D UL Pls A UARIST Blidel FHARK T8l 8RTT TAT Aded U5 W FREgaR Sriare!
A H olg ST |

31TST &I 05—08—2021 DI AR BHIER T HIBY 3faTeAd R SIRI BT |

AER | FXARIRT / —
WERIS aHTEdl fadrg siofl,

o O

dgdrd dretraia!, [er #vst (fRo o) |

9 31T HEd FHTEdt fgdig sof), qediar qreraia), Rrem 7ver (fRo o)
e TR ¢ 11 /2021

e 7St (fRo wo) |

ERIR

SATH ST1dT

g ——=ora Rars § T/ goR R 377 0 |

ST fepdl <dl g & s g i, Mari) Ta wRs), SIeER o], sl dreialdl,
ST AvST (20 Yo) <1 U IMded UH HY WU UF 3 M & A1 YOIRT © b W A9 UAH
BTG H EPH <dl €1 ol &, offdd o fauTT & Repre geTel ggard H AEs! qui 8l Tl
2| R & 3 govd axa IES! @ 9oy ey <dl €1 qof drarn el & |
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3 §9 SYIBR §RI WAWERY SiHal 9 fRdeg «@fdqal & gfua fear omar & &
SWRIGd 7 $I oI dd IR B0 W Afdq &1 oI5 mufy & a1 98 e 03—09—2021 &1
SHU U4 SEWEN] & |H AT AT Ihleiadd SURIT B MU 3MURT TS DR Ahdl
| 39 UTAN Dls |l YRSl Blfdel FARIT T8l B8R QAT Aed 959 R FIATAR SRR
A § TS SITTHY |

Gagrs

31TST &I 05—08—2021 DI WX BXIER g HIBR JaTeld GIRI SIRI §aTT |

AR | FXARIRT / —
TG AR fgda ool

el qrefraia!, e Aver (Ro wo) |

g IrSTAd AEIS TRl fgaha Siof), agiiel arefreia, fter #ver (fRo wo)
e %R ¢ 13 /2021

S IATE=H QA o A M, AR g uSs, SreER uSs, desiie e, e
AT (20 Wo) |

SATH ST1dT

vy —<TorE Raprs § M ORI aN 3fdad ud |

ST A= QAT & o I, ARy Tia uols, STeER oS, dedid drerdia), e
AUST (f20 W0) 1 UH AT UF HY YUY UF TH AR b AR YOIRT & b AT AW IAH
BT H IAE=I 8 91 &, fdh Iora favmT & R Jara uoirs #§ S <1 g 81 747 ¢ |
1! fb H govd HRDd A <dl B IOl SATI=I B GOl HRAT =TS 8 |

3 39 S¥ABR NI WAGWMRU SiFal 9 feads fdadl o gfaa febar o & &
SWIGd M B O B aR fHdl |l Aafdd &1 dIg oMuiy & ar a8 f&Ad 03—09—2021 BT
AT SHA T4 SFIERER] & A AT AT IhIaAdd SURIA B U 3MURT TSl PR Ahdl
2| $HD UL Pls A VRIS BlIfdel FARK S8l 8RTT TAT e U5 W FRgaR driare!
M | s ST |

31TST &I 05—08—2021 DI ¥R BXIER g HIBR JaTeld GIRI SIRI §aTT |

AR | FXRIRT / —
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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.).
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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, /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 1** 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 N0.2369 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



IoTuF, fearaet uewn, 02 RIawR, 2021 /11 WIEUE, 1943 3139

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 I' Grade,
Tehsil Sadar,District Mandi, H. P.

9 3ISTId TEIGIQR Ud Hed |ATEdl YU a7, &ell, fyem S (fRovo)
SIER Al JATGl SR gRI—23 J—ToRa A1, 1954

REATR TRIE ORI IJoRd RbTs AT ST dTeiidlal Bl SHIa=<] ATl 2017—2018 H AFAT gH

AT B IO Selld {8 g3 el &l R IR |

ERIE

JATH ST-d

SWRIF JHeAT S aren H Uil gafd=x g g3 gear Ris, IRl Js1 drelard,
T BIell, RFem S 7 uefH-ua Ugd dea e fhar 2 fF S9a <161 &1 AW wae
TR 442, GAMT TR 599, STl AT 2017—2018 ¥ 3AAAT YF el Tid dell 37 V&l & |
Safes D <TeT B T A Teiig Rig g3 e 2| ofd: WddrIRe & §9 S¥AER R gfud
forar ST 2 6 o fl W aafad & o M o TIRN IR IS YARTST & Al 98 JhHeH DI
URAT B AT AT IHTI 59 AT H Q6 03—09—2021 BT UId: 10.00 Iol BIFGR AR

BINR 7 3 & IR H S7d RIATH Uhdhl HRIATE! A H oIy SITh JHEAT BT FUSRT &R
T SIRATT |

IS QAP BT AR BXIER T HIBX Tl gRT STRI 3T |

q BN | exdre d /=
dedicleR Ud 98dd ddredl U2 a9,

&elt, e 1 (fRo wo) |




3140 IoTuE, fRamee uewn, 02 RyawR, 2021 /11 ¥TSUS, 1943
9 QT dedIeeR U4 9edd |AEdl YUF a3, &iell, fter &1 (FBowo)

SeTER YA HAGl SR gRI—23 Y—RToa ITIH, 1954

RE TRIE GORIT IoRd RebTe HeTd ST ardiidlel Bl ST Aa 20172018 H &9 48

P IO g1 RIg T B IR |
CEIC]

JATH ST-d

SWRIGT JbeAT IaaE aren H urefl dofd=r (e g3 a1 g, il Jrer areliara,
T BIell, e S 7 uefH-ua U wea e fhar 2 fF S9a <161 @1 AW wae
TR 442, A THER 599, 600 STHIG=I ATl 2017—2018 H €M 48 Y3 AT Terd dall 3N J&T
2| afd ureft orue qTeT HT AW e R YA el &1 gl g1 RiE YA el qof AT Aredn
2| I FAARIRY BT 39 SIAER BRI qfad fhar Sirar 8 6 R fosdl ) aafdq &7 Saa w4
P GO IR PIg YaRIS 8 A 98 JPHEA! dI URAl & SATSAdT AT dplelad 59 IS H
QI 03—09—2021 BT UTT: 10.00 Fol BIIOR R BIIOR 9 AT & Y H I9d RIAB YehaRWb]
PRIATE] H H oIS ST JDHed! DI USRI B faam R |

3T &P o P A TRIER T AER 3fETAd §RT ST g3l |

e | EXRIRT / —
dedicieR Ud 9g8dd ddredl Uo| a9,
&rell, Rt A1 (o o) |

T QT 1 ol AR, G TeNIaR Ud \eld Faredt fgdid av, S,

e &1 (fRo wo)
AT © Salol ded M | Uell : 16—09—2021.
raT | 0., / Teh. Una/M. Reg./2021.
Had HT YF 3 I M, IR a1 A0 4, fadd TR A1, e 9 Rrar A1 (fRo vo)
ardl |
T
SIEAVERI)

v ——gowil ™ f20 o <0 AMAFRM, 1954 BT SR ORI 37 & d8d SU—H8Td AoAled TR H
I ORI aR |

SRIad e IR ueff 7 59 <Irrerd # yeHA-uE o § o o @ 5 s

W BT HEl M bl PW & Sldich IU—HBTA Helled TR & RIORd FWeid H IHDBT W@ Bl




9T, fedrare ueer, 02 RIdwR, 2021 /11 WTgUS, 1943 3141

M Had M JF 1 I I Tol § Sl el SwIel 8ol © | Uil Sad AW Bl GO hRd
dHael M IUAM B HT GF 1 I 9 Tof HRATT 918l o |

3T I YU & HaH H IR A DI GO N Bl BT DS IoR AT YRS
8 I 98 3RATeIa AT gpblela- 59 A ¥ Qi 16—09—2021 Pl FaE 10.00 Iol BIGR 30T
FHhaT B | BOR 9 34 &1 RAfY H ThaRWBT HRIARET 3 H ols SThR JINHI M9 IIRT HR
o S0 | 39 918 Dis Wl ol AT TARTST hlfdel q9™Id | 81T |

3ITST f&=Th 17—08—2021 B A BHIER I MATAA DI AGR §RT SIRI T |

AR | Ao AR,
a9 dedideR Ud \erdd qHed! fgdig i,
1, e &1 (R0 Wo) |

9 3aTad o |l AR, U9 TEHIGR Gd HeId FHredl fgaid @i, S,

e &1 (fRo wo)
AT : SaIol Had 9 | 97 : 16—09—2021.
QAT &7 H0.............. / Teh. Una/M. Reg./2021.
Geiel |AR g 201 faxef Rig, ardl =relier, de<diial g 7 1 (fRo Jo) ardl |
CEIC]
SILACE I

fawa ——gowi =M R0 Ho 0 A=, 1954 & SR ORI 37 & dBd SU-—HETA ddlen fgdg
IH ORI AR |

SWIad e R yreft 7 39 ey | uRia-ud iRt & R for g 6 s
TR BT el A Sl 3R <dl © Sididh SU—HETd Fardl f§a & o e § IqD!
TR BT AWM AR <41 Gl © Slifd Tad galol gl 2| Uil & M $I GO d’d AR <dl
SUAM R Tdl Tol HRAT a8 © |

31T I WU & A=H H SURIGT 1 Pl ol dR Al BT Blg IoR AT TaRT
Bl Al 98 SIelad I ddleldy 59 IR H fQd 16—09—2021 P Fag 10.00 qol BIOR 3
AHhal B | BOR 9 3 &1 RAfd § ThHaRWT HRIAE! 3l § ols ST NI M IIRT R
o ST | 39 91 BIs W SR AT TaRIS BIfdel Fa™Id 9 81T |

3ITST f&=is 17—08—2021 B A BWIER I IMATAA DI AGR §RT SIRI T |

e | Fold HHR,
I dedeleR Ud 9erded qdedl fgdig i,
AT, Rt S 1 (R0 W0) |




3142 RS9, fEArEe ueen, 02 RAawR, 2021 /11 WTEUS, 1943
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, /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-cam-Sub-Divisional Magistrate,
Bangana, District Una (H.P.).
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