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LABOUR EMPLOYMENT & OVERSEAS PLACEMENT DEPARTMENT 

 
                                                    NOTIFICATION      
   

Dated, the  26th  November, 2024 
             
 No. LEP-A003/28/2021 (Awards) Shimla.—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 
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publication of awards of the following cases announced by the Presiding Officer, Labour Court, 
Shimla in the e-Gazette of Himachal Pradesh for the month of August, 2024 :— 

 
Sl 

No. 
Reference/ 
Application 

Petitioner Respondent Date of 
Award/ Order 

1. Ref. 25/2021 Manjeet Kumar   
 

Occupier, HPL Energy & 
Power Ltd. 

02-08-2024 

2. Ref. 81/2023 Neeraj Kumar s/o Shri 
Tara Singh, r/o Village 
Singhpura, P.O. 
Bhangani, Tehsil Paonta 
Sahib, District Sirmaur,  
H.P.      
 

The Prop. M/s G4S Secure 
Solutions (India), Pvt. Ltd. 
Maya Plaza, 1st Floor, 
Dhan Singh Thappa Marg, 
Near SBI Bank, P.O. Garhi 
Cantt. Dehradun, 
Uttrakhand-248003. 

08-08-2024 

3. Ref. 73/2020 Jaya Sharma, r/o Gautam 
Niwas, Near Flower 
Dale, Chotta Shimla, 
District Shimla, H.P.  

D.B. Corporation Ltd. & 
Ors. 

12-08-2024 

4. Ref. 14/2023 
 

Prabhu Prasad s/o Shri 
Sarju Prasad, r/o Village 
& P.O. Gughali, District 
Maharajganj (UP).  

M/s Himalaya 
Communications Pvt. Ltd. 
Village Katha, Tehsil 
Baddi, District Solan, H.P. 

14-08-2024 

5. Ref. 15/2023 
 

Devta Prasad s/o Sh. 
Bhikhari, r/o Village 
Khasri, P.O. Amava, 
District Raibarele (UP). 

M/s Himalaya 
Communications Pvt. Ltd. 
Village Katha, Tehsil 
Baddi, District Solan, H.P. 

14-08-2024 

6. Ref. 16/2023 
 

Suraj Kumar s/o Shri 
Prabhu Prasad, r/o 
Village & P.O. Gughali, 
District Maharajganj 
(UP).  

M/s Himalaya 
Communications Pvt. Ltd. 
Village Katha, Tehsil 
Baddi, District Solan, H.P. 
 

14-08-2024 

7. Ref. 14/2021 
 

Anil Kumar s/o Shri Ram 
Chander, r/o Village 
Lehi, PO Burma Papri, 
Tensil Nahan, District 
Sirmaur, HP.  

The Occupier/Factory 
Manager M/s Phoniex 
Udyog Ltd., Village & 
P.O. Moginand, Nahan 
Road Kala Amb, District 
Sirmaur, HP.  

16-08-2024 

8. Ref. 
127/2019 
 

Ranjana Rai, r/o 
Jawalapur Nihalgarh, 
Paonta Sahib, District 
Sirmaur, H.P. 

M/s Mediforce Healthcare 
(P) Ltd. 

16-08-2024 

9. Ref. 
134/2019 
 

Subhash Chand s/o Sh. 
Pritam Singh, r/o Village 
Kishanpura, P.O. 
Jamniwala, Tehsil Paonta 
Sahib, District Sirmaur, 
H.P.   

Principal D.A.V. Public 
School Paonta Sahib, 
Tehsil Paonta, District 
Sirmaur, H.P. 

 

17-08-2024 

10. Ref. 
196/2021 
 

Munni Devi w/o Shri 
Ashok Mishra c/o Satish 
Kumar (President), 
AITUC, HQ# 7, Phase-II 

The Occupier/Factory 
Manager M/s Affy 
Parental, Village 

20-08-2024 
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Omaxe Parkwoods, 
Chakkan Road, Baddi, 
District Solan, H.P.  

Gullarwala, Sai Road 
Baddi, Tehsil Baddi, 
District Solan, H.P. 

11. Ref. 12/2023 
 

Deepak Kumar s/o Late 
Shri Jiwanoo Ram, r/o 
Jiwanoo Colony, 
Jiwanoo Niwas 
Kasumpati, Shimla-9, 
H.P.  

The 31 Parallel House, 
Shiwalik Enclave, Shimla 
Byepass, Panthaghatti, 
Shimla, H.P. through its 
General Manager.  

21-08-2024 
 

12. Ref. 78/2018 
 

Renu w/o Shri Raju, r/o 
Ward No. 2, Nalagarh, 
Tehsil Nalagarh, District 
Solan, H.P.   
    
 

The  General Manager M/s 
Sri Niwas (Gujrat) Pvt. 
Ltd., Village Bagwania, 
P.O. Manpura, Tehsil 
Nalagarh, District Solan, 
H.P. 

23-08-2024 
 

13. Ref. 19/2022 Vicky Kumar, s/o Shri 
Kirtan Pal, r/o Village 
Rampurghat, P.O. 
Shivpur, Tehsil Paonta 
Sahib, District Sirmaur, 
H.P.-173025.  

The Occupier/ Factory 
Manager, M/s Vidit 
Healthcare Kishanpura, 
Tehsil Paonta Sahib, 
District Sirmaur, H.P. 
173205 

27-08-2024 

14. Ref. 62/2023 Suresh Kumar s/o Sh. 
Kamal Chand, r/o 
Village Shilly, P.O. 
Pulbahal, Tehsil Chopal, 
District Shimla, H.P. 

M/s Cliff Security Services 
(P) Ltd. 

28-08-2024 
 

 
                                                                                                                By order, 

 
                                                                                                           ASHISH SINGHMAR, 

                           Secretary (LE & OP).  
 

___________ 
 
 
 

Manjeet Kumar Versus F/M Occupier, HPL Energy & Power Ltd. 
Reference No. 25/2021 

 
02-08-2024 

 
 Present:   Sh. J.C. Bhardwaj, AR for the petitioner. 
 
 Manager, HR Shri Mahender Kumar, with Sh. Rahul Mahajan & Prateek Kumar, Ld. Csl. 
for respondent.   
    
 The reference under Section 10 (1) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has been received 
from the appropriate government vide notification no. 11-2/93(Lab)ID/2021/Solan/Manjeet, dated 
20-01-2021 sent by Joint Labour Commissioner for adjudication. 
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 At this stage, parties have informed this Court that they have settled the matter amicably 
which settlement has been reduced in to writing. Statement of Sh. Mahender Kumar, Manager HR 
has been recorded separately, who has deposed that he has been authorized by the respondent to 
make statement vide board resolution Ex. RW-1/B. He also deposed that the parties have entered 
into settlement as Ex. C-1 and admitted his signature on the same.  He further deposed that as per 
settlement Ex. C-1 cheque bearing no. 413073 of Rs. 1,50,000/- has been handed over to the 
petitioner by way of his full and final settlement amount and nothing survive in this petition. 
Similar statement has been made by Sh. J.C. Bhardwaj, AR for the petitioner who also admitted the 
statement made by Sh. Mahender Kumar, Manager HR to be correct and has deposed that the 
award be passed as per settlement Ex. C-1 as nothing else survives in this petition.  
 
 Since the matter stood amicably settled between the parties, by way of amicable settlement 
Ex. C-1 and the sum of Rs. 1,50,000/- has been paid by the respondent to the petitioner through 
cheque as full and final settlement amount, thereafter, nothing survive in this petition. 
 
 The present reference received from the appropriate government is answered accordingly. 
Statements of the parties as well as Ex. C-1 shall form part and parcel of this award. Let a copy of 
this award be sent to the appropriate government for publication in the official gazette. File, after 
completion, be consigned to record room. 
 
 
Announced: 
02.08.2024                                                                                                                             By order, 

Sd/- 
                                                                                                                               (ANUJA SOOD), 

Presiding Judge,  
                             Labour Court, Shimla. 

 
_____________ 

 
 

BEFORE ANUJA SOOD, PRESIDING JUDGE, H.P. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-
LABOUR COURT, SHIMLA 

 
    Reference Number   :    81 of 2023 
 
    Instituted on        :    03-06-2023  
 
    Decided on           :    08-08-2024   
 
 Neeraj Kumar s/o Shri Tara Singh, r/o Village Singhpura, P.O. Bhangani, Tehsil Paonta 
Sahib, District Sirmaur,  H.P.                 ..Petitioner.  
 

Versus 
 

 The Prop. M/s G4S Secure Solutions (India) Pvt. Ltd. Maya Plaza, 1st Floor, Dhan Singh 
Thappa Marg, Near SBI Bank, P.O. Garhi Cantt. Dehradun, Uttrakhand-248003       . . Respondent.  
 

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

    For the Petitioner      :      Nemo. 
 
    For the Respondent       : Nemo. 
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AWARD 

 
 The reference given below has been received from the appropriate Government for 
adjudication: 
 
 “Whether the termination of the services of Shri Neeraj Kumar s/o Shri Tara Singh, r/o 

Village Singhpura, P.O. Bhangani, Tehsil Paonta Sahib, District SirmAur, H.P. and the 
Prop. M/s G4S Secure Solutions (India) Pvt. Ltd. Maya Plaza, 1st Floor, Dhan Singh 
Thappa Marg, Near SBI Bank, P.O. Garhi Cantt. Dehradun, Uttrakhand-248003 w.e.f.   07-
09-2022 without complying with the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 as 
alleged by the workman, is legal and justified? If not what amount of back wages, past 
service benefits, and compensation the above aggrieved workman is entitled to from the 
above management?” 

 
 2. The case was listed for appearance of the parties for today but, neither the parties nor 
any counsel had put in appearance before this Tribunal, despite the case being called several times 
since morning. Hence, despite due notice of the date of hearing, the petitioner and respondent had 
remained absent.  
 
 3. It will be apt at this stage to take note of the relevant provisions of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred to as ‘the Act’ for brevity sake). Section 2 (b) of the Act 
defines the Award as under:— 
 
 “(b) “award” means an interim or a final determination of any industrial dispute or of any 

question relating thereto by any Labour Court, Industrial Tribunal or National Industrial 
Tribunal and includes an arbitration award made under Section 10A;”. 

 
 4. Sub-section (1) of Section 11 of the Act provides that subject to any rules that may be 
made in this behalf, an arbitrator, a Board, Court, Labour Court, Tribunal or National Tribunal shall 
follow such procedure as the arbitrator or other authority concerned may think it fit. The Central 
Government has framed rules called “The Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957.” Rule 10-B (9) 
reads thus:— 
 
 “10-B (9) In case any party defaults or fails to appear at any stage the Labour Court, 

Tribunal, or National Tribunal, as the case may be, may proceed with the reference           
ex-parte and decide the reference application in the absence of the defaulting party.” 

 
 5. Rule 22 reads thus:— 
 

 “Board, Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator may proceed      
ex-parte.—If without sufficient cause being shown, any party to the proceeding before a 
Board, Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator fails to attend or to 
be represented, the Board, Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator 
may proceed, as if the party had duly attended or had been represented.”  

 

 6. The State of Himachal Pradesh has also framed rules called “The Industrial Disputes 
Rules, 1974.” Rule 25 thereof reads thus:— 
 
 “Board, Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator may proceed      

ex-parte.—If without sufficient cause being shown, any party to the proceeding before a 
Board, Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator fails to attend or to 
be represented, the Board, Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator 
may proceed, as if the party had duly attended or had been represented.”  
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 7. Rule 22 of the Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957 and Rule 25 of the Industrial 
Disputes Rules, 1974 authorize the adjudicating authority to proceed in the absence of a party. It 
creates a fiction which enables the Tribunal to presume that all the parties are present before it 
although, infact, it is not true, and thus make an ex-parte award. This Tribunal in these 
circumstances has to imagine that the absentee workman is present and having done so, can give 
full effect to its imagination and carry it to its logical end. Under Rule 25, this Tribunal, thus, has to 
imagine that the workman is present, he is unwilling to file the statement of claim, adduce evidence 
or argue his case.  
 
 8. In the instant case, neither the parties nor any counsel had put in appearance before this 
Tribunal today. In these circumstances, the Tribunal can proceed and pass ex-parte award on its 
merits.   
 
 9. As per the reference, it was required of the petitioner to plead and prove on record that 
the termination of his services w.e.f. 07-09-2022 was without complying with the provisions of the 
Act and, thus, illegal and unjustified. However, there is neither any pleading nor any evidence to 
this effect on record on the part of the petitioner/workman. At the risk of repetition it is reiterated 
that the petitioner/workman had not put in appearance before this Tribunal. In this view of the 
matter, the petitioner is not entitled to any relief. Accordingly, this reference is answered in the 
negative. Parties to bear their own costs.  
 
 10. The reference is answered in the aforesaid terms.  
 
 11. A copy of this Award be sent to the appropriate Government for necessary action at its 
end and the file after due completion be consigned to the Record Room.  
 
 Announced in the open Court today this 8th day of August, 2024.   
 

Sd/-                      
 (ANUJA SOOD), 

        Presiding Judge, 
Labour Court-cum-Industrial  

Tribunal, Shimla, H.P. 
 

____________ 
 

BEFORE ANUJA SOOD, PRESIDING JUDGE, H.P. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-
LABOUR COURT, SHIMLA 

  
    Reference Number    :    73 of 2020 
 
    Instituted on       :    24-06-2020 
  
    Decided on          :    12-08-2024  
 
 Jaya Sharma, r/o Gautam Niwas, Near Flower Dale, Chotta Shimla, District Shimla, H.P. 

       . . Petitioner. 
  

Versus 
 

 1. The Managing Director, M/s D.B. Corporation Limited, Plat No. 280, Sarkhej Gandhi 
Nagar Highway, Near YMCA Club, Makarba, Ahmedabad, Gujrat.   
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 2. The Assistant General Manager (HR & Admin), Dainik Bhaskar, Regional Office, Plot 
No. 11-12, Ground Floor, Dakshin Marg, Sector-25D, Chandigarh, 160036. 
 
 3. The State Editor, Dainik Bhaskar Malbrow House, Near DPRO Office, Chotta   
Shimla-2, H.P.            . . Respondents.  
 

Reference under Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
 
    For the Petitioner       :  Nemo.  
 
    For the Respondents         : Sh. Virender Chauhan, Adv.  
     

AWARD 
 
 The reference given below has been received from the appropriate Government for 
adjudication: 
 
 “Whether the demand raised vide application/ demand notice dated 05-04-2019 (copy 

enclosed) by Ms. Jaya Sharma, r/o Gautam Niwas, Near Flower Dale, Chotta Shimla, 
District Shimla, H.P. regarding verbal termination of her services w.e.f. 04-04-2019 after 
demanding wages and arrear of wages as per recommendations dated 11-11-2011 of the 
Majithia Wage Board by (1) the Managing Director, M/S D.B. Corporation Limited, Plat 
No. 280, Sarkhej Gandhi Nagar Highway, Near YMCA Club, Makarba, Ahmedabad, 
Gujrat, (2)  the Assistant General Manager (HR & Admin), Dainik Bhaskar, Regional 
Office, Plot No. 11-12, Ground Floor, Dakshin Marg, Sector-25D, Chandigarh, 160036 (3) 
the State Editor, Dainik Bhaskar Malbrow House, Near DPRO Office, Chotta Shimla-2, 
H.P. is legal and justified? If not, what amount of back wages, seniority, past service 
benefits and compensation the above worker is entitled to from the above employer/ 
management?”  

 
 2. The case was listed for filing of statement of claim of the parties but, neither the 
petitioner nor her counsel had put in appearance before this Tribunal, despite the case being called 
several times since morning. Hence, despite due notice of the date of hearing, the 
workman/petitioner had remained ex parte. 
  
 3. It will be apt at this stage to take note of the relevant provisions of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred to as ‘the Act’ for brevity sake). Section 2 (b) of the Act 
defines the Award as under:— 
 
 “(b) “award” means an interim or a final determination of any industrial dispute or of any 

question relating thereto by any Labour Court, Industrial Tribunal or National Industrial 
Tribunal and includes an arbitration award made under Section 10A;”. 

 
 4. Sub-section (1) of Section 11 of the Act provides that subject to any rules that may be 
made in this behalf, an arbitrator, a Board, Court, Labour Court, Tribunal or National Tribunal shall 
follow such procedure as the arbitrator or other authority concerned may think it fit. The Central 
Government has framed rules called “The Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957.” Rule 10-B (9) 
reads thus:— 
 
 “10-B (9) In case any party defaults or fails to appear at any stage the Labour Court, 

Tribunal, or National Tribunal, as the case may be, may proceed with the reference           
ex-parte and decide the reference application in the absence of the defaulting party.” 
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 5. Rule 22 reads thus:— 
 
 “Board, Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator may proceed       

ex-parte.—If without sufficient cause being shown, any party to the proceeding before a 
Board, Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator fails to attend or to 
be represented, the Board, Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator 
may proceed, as if the party had duly attended or had been represented.”  

 
 6. The State of Himachal Pradesh has also framed rules called “The Industrial Disputes 
Rules, 1974.” Rule 25 thereof reads thus:— 

 
 “Board, Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator may proceed      

ex-parte.—If without sufficient cause being shown, any party to the proceeding before a 
Board, Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator fails to attend or to 
be represented, the Board, Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator 
may proceed, as if the party had duly attended or had been represented.”  

 
 7. Rule 22 of the Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957 and Rule 25 of the Industrial 
Disputes Rules, 1974 authorize the adjudicating authority to proceed in the absence of a party. It 
creates a fiction which enables the Tribunal to presume that all the parties are present before it 
although, infact, it is not true, and thus make an ex-parte award. This Tribunal in these 
circumstances has to imagine that the absentee workman is present and having done so, can give 
full effect to its imagination and carry it to its logical end. Under Rule 25, this Tribunal, thus, has to 
imagine that the workman is present, he is unwilling to file the statement of claim, adduce evidence 
or argue his case.  

 
 8. In the instant case, neither the workman nor her counsel has put in appearance before 
this Tribunal today. In these circumstances, the Tribunal can proceed and pass ex-parte award on 
its merits.   

 
 9. As per the reference, it was required of the petitioner to plead and prove on record that 
the termination of his services w.e.f. 04-04-2019 was without complying with the provisions of the 
Act and, thus, illegal and unjustified. However, there is neither any pleading nor any evidence to 
this effect on record on the part of the petitioner/workman. At the risk of repetition it is reiterated 
that the petitioner/workman has not put in appearance before this Tribunal. In this view of the 
matter, the petitioner is not entitled to any relief. Accordingly, this reference is answered in the 
negative. Parties to bear their own costs.  

 
 10. The reference is answered in the aforesaid terms.  
 
 11. A copy of this Award be sent to the appropriate Government for necessary action at its 
end and the file after due completion be consigned to the Record Room.  
 
  Announced in the open Court today this 12th day of August, 2024.   
 
 

              Sd/-                      
(ANUJA SOOD), 
Presiding Judge, 

Labour Court-cum-Industrial  
Tribunal, Shimla, H.P. 
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BEFORE ANUJA SOOD, PRESIDING JUDGE, H.P. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-

LABOUR COURT, SHIMLA 
  
    Application Number    :    14 of 2023 
 
    Instituted on       :    13-01-2023  
 
    Decided on          :    14-08-2024  
 
 Prabhu Prasad s/o Shri Sarju Prasad, r/o Village & P.O. Gughali, District Maharajganj (UP)   
                   . . Petitioner.  
 

Versus 
 

 M/s Himalaya Communications Pvt. Ltd. Village Katha, Tehsil Baddi, District Solan, H.P. 
 . . Respondent.  

 
 Application under Section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 read with Section 151 of 
CPC.   
 
 
    For the Petitioner      :       Nemo  
 
    For the Respondent          :  Sh. Prateek Kumar, Adv.     
  

AWARD 
 
 The present application has been filed by the petitioner directly before this Court under 
Section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter to be referred as the Act). 
 
 2. The case was listed for evidence of the petitioner for today but, despite being the third 
opportunity to led evidence, neither the petitioner nor any counsel had put in appearance before this 
Tribunal, despite the case being called several times since morning. Hence, despite due notice of 
the date of hearing, the workman/petitioner had remained ex-parte.  
 
 3. It will be apt at this stage to take note of the relevant provisions of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred to as ‘the Act’ for brevity sake). Section 2 (b) of the Act 
defines the Award as under:— 
 
 “(b) “award” means an interim or a final determination of any industrial dispute or of any 

question relating thereto by any Labour Court, Industrial Tribunal or National Industrial 
Tribunal and includes an arbitration award made under Section 10A;”. 

 
 4. Sub-section (1) of Section 11 of the Act provides that subject to any rules that may be 
made in this behalf, an arbitrator, a Board, Court, Labour Court, Tribunal or National Tribunal shall 
follow such procedure as the arbitrator or other authority concerned may think it fit. The Central 
Government has framed rules called “The Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957.” Rule 10-B (9) 
reads thus:— 
 
 “10-B (9) In case any party defaults or fails to appear at any stage the Labour Court, 

Tribunal, or National Tribunal, as the case may be, may proceed with the reference ex-
parte and decide the reference application in the absence of the defaulting party.” 
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 5. Rule 22 reads thus:— 
 
 “Board, Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator may proceed ex-

parte.—If without sufficient cause being shown, any party to the proceeding before a Board, 
Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator fails to attend or to be 
represented, the Board, Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator 
may proceed, as if the party had duly attended or had been represented.”  

 
 6. The State of Himachal Pradesh has also framed rules called ''The Industrial Disputes 
Rules, 1974.''  Rule 25 thereof reads thus:— 

 
 “Board, Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator may proceed ex-

parte.—If without sufficient cause being shown, any party to the proceeding before a Board, 
Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator fails to attend or to be 
represented, the Board, Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator 
may proceed, as if the party had duly attended or had been represented.”  

 
 7. Rule 22 of the Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957 and Rule 25 of the Industrial 
Disputes Rules, 1974 authorize the adjudicating authority to proceed in the absence of a party. It 
creates a fiction which enables the Tribunal to presume that all the parties are present before it 
although, infact, it is not true, and thus make an ex-parte award. This Tribunal in these 
circumstances has to imagine that the absentee workman is present and having done so, can give 
full effect to its imagination and carry it to its logical end. Under Rule 25, this Tribunal, thus, has to 
imagine that the workman is present, he is unwilling to file the statement of claim, adduce evidence 
or argue his case.  

 
 8. In the instant case, neither the petitioner nor any counsel had put in appearance before 
this Tribunal today. In these circumstances, the Tribunal can proceed and pass ex-parte award on 
its merits.   

 
 9. As per the application, it was required of the petitioner to plead and prove on record 
that the termination of his services without complying with the provisions of the Act and, thus, 
illegal and unjustified. However, there no evidence to this effect on record on the part of the 
petitioner/workman. At the risk of repetition it is reiterated that the petitioner/workman had not put 
in appearance before this Tribunal. In this view of the matter, the petitioner is not entitled to any 
relief. Accordingly, this reference is answered in the negative. Parties to bear their own costs.  

 
 10. The application is answered in the aforesaid terms.  

 
 11. A copy of this Award be sent to the appropriate Government for necessary action at its 
end and the file after due completion be consigned to the Record Room.  

 
 Announced in the open Court today this 14th day of August, 2024.   
                                                                    

Sd/- 
(ANUJA SOOD), 
Presiding Judge, 

Labour Court-cum-Industrial  
Tribunal, Shimla, H.P. 
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BEFORE ANUJA SOOD, PRESIDING JUDGE, H.P. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-

LABOUR COURT, SHIMLA 
  
    Application Number    :    15 of 2023 
 
    Instituted on       :    13-01-2023 
 
    Decided on          :    14-08-2024   
 
 Devta Prasad s/o Sh. Bhikhari, r/o Village Khasri, P.O. Amava, District Raibarele (UP) 

       . .Petitioner.  
 

Versus 
 

 M/s Himalaya Communications Pvt. Ltd. Village Katha, Tehsil Baddi, District Solan, H.P. 
 . . Respondent. 

  
 Application under Section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 read with Section 151 of 
CPC.   
 
    For the Petitioner       :     Nemo  
 
    For the Respondent           : Sh. Prateek Kumar, Adv.  
     

AWARD 
 

 The present application has been filed by the petitioner directly before this Court under 
Section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter to be referred as the Act). 
 
 2. The case was listed for evidence of the petitioner for today but, despite being the third 
opportunity to led evidence, neither the petitioner nor any counsel had put in appearance before this 
Tribunal, despite the case being called several times since morning. Hence, despite due notice of 
the date of hearing, the workman/petitioner had remained ex-parte.  
 
 3. It will be apt at this stage to take note of the relevant provisions of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred to as ‘the Act’ for brevity sake). Section 2 (b) of the Act 
defines the Award as under:— 
 
 “(b) “award” means an interim or a final determination of any industrial dispute or of any 

question relating thereto by any Labour Court, Industrial Tribunal or National Industrial 
Tribunal and includes an arbitration award made under Section 10A;”. 

 
 4. Sub-section (1) of Section 11 of the Act provides that subject to any rules that may be 
made in this behalf, an arbitrator, a Board, Court, Labour Court, Tribunal or National Tribunal shall 
follow such procedure as the arbitrator or other authority concerned may think it fit. The Central 
Government has framed rules called ''The Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957.'' Rule 10-B (9) 
reads thus:— 
 “10-B (9) In case any party defaults or fails to appear at any stage the Labour Court, 

Tribunal, or National Tribunal, as the case may be, may proceed with the reference ex-
parte and decide the reference application in the absence of the defaulting party.” 

 
 5. Rule 22 reads thus:— 
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 ''Board, Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator may proceed ex-

parte.—If without sufficient cause being shown, any party to the proceeding before a Board, 
Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator fails to attend or to be 
represented, the Board, Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator 
may proceed, as if the party had duly attended or had been represented.''  

 
 6. The State of Himachal Pradesh has also framed rules called “The Industrial Disputes 
Rules, 1974.” Rule 25 thereof reads thus:— 

 
 ''Board, Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator may proceed ex-
parte.—If without sufficient cause being shown, any party to the proceeding before a Board, Court, 
Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator fails to attend or to be represented, the 
Board, Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator may proceed, as if the 
party had duly attended or had been represented.'' 

  
 7. Rule 22 of the Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957 and Rule 25 of the Industrial 
Disputes Rules, 1974 authorize the adjudicating authority to proceed in the absence of a party. It 
creates a fiction which enables the Tribunal to presume that all the parties are present before it 
although, infact, it is not true, and thus make an ex-parte award. This Tribunal in these 
circumstances has to imagine that the absentee workman is present and having done so, can give 
full effect to its imagination and carry it to its logical end. Under Rule 25, this Tribunal, thus, has to 
imagine that the workman is present, he is unwilling to file the statement of claim, adduce evidence 
or argue his case.  

 
 8. In the instant case, neither the petitioner nor any counsel had put in appearance before 
this Tribunal today. In these circumstances, the Tribunal can proceed and pass ex-parte award on 
its merits.   

 
 9. As per the application, it was required of the petitioner to plead and prove on record 
that the termination of his services without complying with the provisions of the Act and, thus, 
illegal and unjustified. However, there is no evidence to this effect on record on the part of the 
petitioner/workman. At the risk of repetition it is reiterated that the petitioner/workman had not put 
in appearance before this Tribunal. In this view of the matter, the petitioner is not entitled to any 
relief. Accordingly, this reference is answered in the negative. Parties to bear their own costs.  

 
 10. The application is answered in the aforesaid terms.  

 
 11. A copy of this Award be sent to the appropriate Government for necessary action at its 
end and the file after due completion be consigned to the Record Room.  

 
 Announced in the open Court today this 14th day of August, 2024.   
 
 

                                                                 Rd/- 
                                                                (ANUJA SOOD), 

       Presiding Judge, 
Labour Court-cum-Industrial  

Tribunal, Shimla, H.P. 
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BEFORE ANUJA SOOD, PRESIDING JUDGE, H.P. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-

LABOUR COURT, SHIMLA 
  

   Application Number   :    16 of 2023 
 
   Instituted on       :    13-01-2023 
 
   Decided on          :    14-08-2024 
  
 Suraj Kumar s/o Shri Prabhu Prasad, r/o Village & P.O. Gughali, District Maharajganj, 
(UP)                    . . Petitioner.  
 

Versus 
 

 M/s Himalaya Communications Pvt. Ltd. Village Katha, Tehsil Baddi, District Solan, H.P. 
 . . Respondent.  

 
 Application under Section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 read with Section 151 of 
CPC.   
 
   For the Petitioner        :     Nemo  
 
   For the Respondent        :  Sh. Prateek Kumar, Adv.      
 

AWARD 
 

 The present application has been filed by the petitioner directly before this Court under 
Section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter to be referred as the Act). 
 
 2. The case was listed for evidence of the petitioner for today but, despite being the third 
opportunity to led evidence, neither the petitioner nor any counsel had put in appearance before this 
Tribunal, despite the case being called several times since morning. Hence, despite due notice of 
the date of hearing, the workman/petitioner had remained ex-parte.  
 3. It will be apt at this stage to take note of the relevant provisions of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred to as ‘the Act’ for brevity sake). Section 2 (b) of the Act 
defines the Award as under:— 
 
 “(b) “award” means an interim or a final determination of any industrial dispute or of any 

question relating thereto by any Labour Court, Industrial Tribunal or National Industrial 
Tribunal and includes an arbitration award made under Section 10A;”. 

 
 4. Sub-section (1) of Section 11 of the Act provides that subject to any rules that may be 
made in this behalf, an arbitrator, a Board, Court, Labour Court, Tribunal or National Tribunal shall 
follow such procedure as the arbitrator or other authority concerned may think it fit. The Central 
Government has framed rules called “The Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957.'' Rule 10-B (9) 
reads thus:— 
 
 “10-B (9) In case any party defaults or fails to appear at any stage the Labour Court, 

Tribunal, or National Tribunal, as the case may be, may proceed with the reference ex-
parte and decide the reference application in the absence of the defaulting party.” 

 
 5. Rule 22 reads thus:— 
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 “Board, Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator may proceed ex-

parte.—If without sufficient cause being shown, any party to the proceeding before a Board, 
Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator fails to attend or to be 
represented, the Board, Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator 
may proceed, as if the party had duly attended or had been represented.”  

 
 6. The State of Himachal Pradesh has also framed rules called “The Industrial Disputes 
Rules, 1974.” Rule 25 thereof reads thus:— 

 
 “Board, Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator may proceed ex-

parte.—If without sufficient cause being shown, any party to the proceeding before a Board, 
Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator fails to attend or to be 
represented, the Board, Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator 
may proceed, as if the party had duly attended or had been represented.”  

 
 7. Rule 22 of the Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957 and Rule 25 of the Industrial 
Disputes Rules, 1974 authorize the adjudicating authority to proceed in the absence of a party. It 
creates a fiction which enables the Tribunal to presume that all the parties are present before it 
although, infact, it is not true, and thus make an ex-parte award. This Tribunal in these 
circumstances has to imagine that the absentee workman is present and having done so, can give 
full effect to its imagination and carry it to its logical end. Under Rule 25, this Tribunal, thus, has to 
imagine that the workman is present, he is unwilling to file the statement of claim, adduce evidence 
or argue his case.  

 
 8. In the instant case, neither the petitioner nor any counsel had put in appearance before 
this Tribunal today. In these circumstances, the Tribunal can proceed and pass ex-parte award on 
its merits.   

 
 9. As per the application, it was required of the petitioner to plead and prove on record 
that the termination of his services without complying with the provisions of the Act and, thus, 
illegal and unjustified. However, there no evidence to this effect on record on the part of the 
petitioner/workman. At the risk of repetition it is reiterated that the petitioner/workman had not put 
in appearance before this Tribunal. In this view of the matter, the petitioner is not entitled to any 
relief. Accordingly, this reference is answered in the negative. Parties to bear their own costs.  

 
 10. The application is answered in the aforesaid terms.  

 
 11. A copy of this Award be sent to the appropriate Government for necessary action at its 
end and the file after due completion be consigned to the Record Room.  
 
 Announced in the open Court today this 14th day of August, 2024.   
 
 

                                                                   Sd/- 
                                                                (ANUJA SOOD), 

       Presiding Judge, 
Labour Court-cum-Industrial  

Tribunal, Shimla, H.P. 
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IN THE COURT OF ANUJA SOOD, PRESIDING JUDGE 

H.P. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, SHIMLA 
  
    Reference No.  :    14 of 2021 
 
    Instituted on      :    19-01-2021 
  
    Decided on         :    16-08-2024 
   
 Anil Kumar s/o Shri Ram Chander, r/o Village Lehi, P.O. Burma Papri, Tehsil Nahan, 
District Sirmaur, H.P.                   . . Petitioner.  
  

Versus 
 

 The Occupier/Factory Manager M/s Phoniex Udyog Ltd., Village & P.O. Moginand, Nahan 
Road Kala Amb, District Sirmaur, H.P.           . . Respondent.  

 
Reference under Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 

 
    For the petitioner       :  Shri R.K. Khidtta, Advocate.  
 
    For the respondent   :  Ex-parte.   
  

AWARD 
 

  The following reference was received for adjudication from the appropriate Government:   
 
 “Whether termination of services of Shri Anil Kumar s/o Shri Ram Chander, r/o Village 

Lehi, P.O. Burma Papri, Tehsil Nahan, District Sirmaur, H.P. w.e.f. 18-06-2020 by the 
Occupier, M/s Phoniex Udyog Ltd., Village & P.O. Moginand, Nahan Road, Kala Amb, 
District Sirmaur, H.P. without serving any notice, is legal and justified? If not, what relief 
including reinstatement, seniority, amount of back wages, past service benefits and 
compensation the above worker is entitled to from the above employer/ management?”     
   

 2.  The case as set up by the petitioner in his statement of claim is that he was engaged as 
beldar by the respondent company w.e.f. 01-11-2018 and worked as such till 18-06-2020 
continuously. The services of the petitioner were orally terminated on 18-06-2020 without 
following the mandatory provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter to be referred 
as the Act) as neither any notice has  been issued nor compensation in lieu of notice has been paid 
to the petitioner. Petitioner was asked to perform over-time duty for which the petitioner refused as 
his father and wife were ill and were admitted in the hospital, but the request of the petitioner was 
not considered and his services were terminated without conducting any enquiry and without 
complying with the mandatory provisions of the Act. After termination of the services of the 
petitioner, he was not allowed by the respondent company to perform his duties. The respondent 
company has also not paid salary to the petitioner for the months of April to June, 2020. Petitioner 
has completed 240 days in each calendar year as such the termination of the services is totally 
illegal, unjustified. The respondent has retained junior person to petitioner, who are still working in 
the respondent company as such the respondent has violated  the principles of “last come first go”.   
The petitioner has averred that he is un-employed w.e.f. 18-06-2020 and is not gainfully employed 
anywhere. Petitioner claimed that he is meeting his day to day expenses by borrowing money from 
his relatives and friends. The petitioner has not only prayed for quashing his termination order 
dated 18-06-2020, but also for back-wages and other service benefits such as seniority, continuity 
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in service and also the salary for the months of April to June, 2020. Apart from this, the petitioner 
has also claimed ` 50,000/- as litigation cost.   
            
 3.  Notice of this claim petition was sent to the respondent, but despite ample 
opportunities respondent failed to file reply and right to file reply was closed vide order dated      
24-07-2023 and thereafter the respondent was proceeded against ex-parte vide order dated            
27-03-2024.   
                           
 4.  The petitioner thereafter led evidence and examined himself as PW-1, however, since 
the respondent was ex-parte, neither he has been cross-examined nor any evidence of the 
respondent is on record.  
   
 5.  The petitioner while appearing into the witness box as PW-1 has deposed that he was 
engaged as beldar by the respondent company w.e.f. 01-11-2018 and worked as such till               
18-06-2020 continuously. His services have been orally terminated by the respondent w.e.f.          
18-06-2020 without following the mandatory provisions of the Act, as no notice or compensation in 
lieu of notice was paid to him at the time of his oral termination. His services have been terminated 
orally despite the fact that he had completed 240 days in each calendar year. Respondent has also 
not paid wages to him for the months of April to June, 2020. Respondent has engaged new persons. 
He also depose that he is not gainfully employed anywhere since his termination. He placed on 
record demand notice Ex. PW-1/A.   
 
 6.  I have heard the learned counsel for the petitioner and have also gone through the 
record of this case carefully.  
 
 7.      The factual matrix of the case is that the petitioner raised an Industrial Disputes for his 
wrong termination by approaching the Labour cum conciliation officer. Petitioner has taken the 
plea that he was engaged as beldar by the respondent on 01-11-2018 and worked continuously till 
18-06-2020 on which date his services were terminated orally without assigning any reason and 
without following the mandatory provisions of the Act, despite the fact that the petitioner had 
completed 240 working days in the preceding calendar year from the date of his oral termination. 
Apart from this petitioner has also alleged gross violation of Section 25-G of the Act. It is the 
further case of the petitioner that he has also not been paid salary for the months April to June, 
2020.  

 
 8.  Retrenchment under Section 2 (oo) of the Act, is comprehensive enough to include all 
types of terminations of service, unless the termination falls within any of the exceptional 
categories mentioned therein. In the instant case, the statement of the petitioner which goes 
unrebutted would establish on record that he was engaged as beldar by the respondent company 
w.e.f. 01-11-2018 and he worked continuously as such till 18-06-2020. He had completed 240 days 
in each calendar year, but the respondent has terminated the services of the petitioner orally. No 
action has been initiated against the petitioner by way of any disciplinary inquiry. Before, 
terminating the services of the petitioner, it was incumbent upon the respondent to have issued 
notice as provided in Section 25-F of the Act, which reads as under:  

 
 “No workman employed in any industry who has been in continuous service for not less 

than one year under an employer shall be retrenched by that employer until : 

 
 (a) the workman has been given one month's notice in writing indicating the reasons for 

retrenchment and the period of notice has expired, or the workman has been paid in 
lieu of such notice, wages for the period of the notice; 
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 (b) the workman has been paid, at the time of retrenchment, compensation which shall be 

equivalent to fifteen days' average pay for every completed year of continuous service 
or any part thereof in excess of six months; and 

 
 (c) notice in the prescribed manner is served on the appropriate Government for such 

authority as may be specified by the appropriate Government by notification in the 
Official Gazette". 

 
 9.  So, in view of this enabling provision of the Act, no workman employed in any 
industry, who has been in “continuous service” for not less than one year, can be retrenched by the 
employer unless he has been given one month’s notice in writing indicating the reasons for 
retrenchment and that the period of notice has expired or the workman has been paid in lieu of such 
notice, wages for the period of notice. Coming to the case in hand respondent has not complied 
with the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act and proceeded to terminate the services of the 
petitioner orally as such the termination of the petitioner from service w.e.f. 18-06-2020 is neither 
legal nor justified.   
  
 10.  The second point which arises for consideration in this case is that whether there is any 
violation of Section 25-G of the ibid Act which reads as under:  
 
 “25-G. Procedure for retrenchment.—Where any workman in an industrial establishment, 

who is a citizen of India, is to be retrenched and she belongs to a particular category of 
workmen in that establishment, in the absence of any agreement between the employer and 
the workman in this behalf, the employer shall ordinarily retrench the workman who was 
the last person to be employed in that category, unless for reasons to be recorded the 
employer retrenches any other workman”. 

 
 11.  To invoke this provision, the workman is not required to prove that he had worked for 
240 days preceding  to the date of his termination, but it is sufficient for him to plead and prove that 
while terminating his services, the employer violated the rules of “last come first go”. The 
petitioner has not made any averments in the statement of claim and also did not utter a single word 
while appearing in the witness box that who are the newly engaged persons who were junior to him 
and when they joined the respondent company. Neither there is any evidence to establish on record 
that juniors have been retained by the respondent in violation of the provisions of Section 25-G of 
the Act nor there is anything on record to establish that the respondent has violated the principles of 
“last come first go”. The learned counsel for the petitioner has placed reliance on 2007, LLR 72 
Supreme Court of India, 2017, LLR 153 Rajasthan High Court, 2017, LLR 111 Short Note (code 
20) Rajasthan High Court, 2015, LLR 833 Himachal Pradesh High Court, . Though this Court 
has no reason to dis-agree with the law laid down by the Supreme Court Cases and Hon’ble High 
Court, but coming to the case in hand these judgments are not help to the petitioner as he has failed 
to prove any violation to Section 25-G & 25-H. 
 
 12.  The next question which arises for consideration is that the petitioner has claimed 
salary for the months of April to June, 2020. With the statement of the petitioner it stands 
established on record that the respondent has not paid wages/salary to the petitioner w.e.f. April to 
June 2020 as such the respondent is liable to pay such salary/wages to the petitioner.  
 
 13.  Now, the last question which has been raised by the petitioner through this claim 
petition is that he is not only entitled for reinstatement with seniority and continuity but also for 
back-wages. The petitioner in his statement of claim as well as in his evidence as PW-1 has 
deposed that since the date of his oral termination, he is not gainfully employed anywhere. Though, 
it is settled that the entitlement of any employee to get re-instated does not necessarily and 
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mechanically result in payment of full or partial back-wages which is independent of re-instatement 
and host of factors like the manner and method of selection and appointment, nature of appointment 
whether ad-hoc, short term, daily wage, temporary and permanent in character and length of 
service, which the workman had rendered with the employer, are required to be taken into 
consideration before passing any order for award of back-wages. This position was reiterated in 
Kanpur Electricity Supply C. Ltd. Vs. Shamim Mirza (2009) 1 SCC 20 as well as in Ritu 
Marbles Vs. Prabhankant Shukla (2010) 2 SCC 70.     

 
 14.  In the case in hand the statement of the petitioner goes unrebutted. The petitioner has 
shown that he was not gainfully employed anywhere. In Kendriya Vidyalaya Sangathan Versus 
S.C. Sharma (2005) SCC 363, the Hon’ble Apex Court held that the question of determining the 
entitlement of a person to back wages is concerned, the employee has to show that he was not 
gainfully employed. The initial burden is on the employee to prove that.  The Hon’ble Apex Court 
in National Gandhi Musuem Vs. Sudhir Sharma (2-21) 12 SCC 439 has considered this aspect and 
held as under:  

 
 “Whether an employee after dismissal from service was gainfully employed is 

something, which is within his special knowledge. Considering the principle 
incorporated in Section 106 of the Indian Evidence Act, the initial burden is on the 
employee to come out with the case that he was not gainfully employed after the order 
of termination. It is a negative burden, however, in what manner the employee can 
discharge the said burden will depend upon peculiar facts and circumstances of each 
case. It all depends on the pleadings and evidence on record. Since it is a negative 
burden, in a given case, an assertion on oath by the employee that he was unemployed, 
may be sufficient compliance in the absence of any positive material brought on record 
by the employer.”   

 
 15.  In view of the above judgments, since the petitioner has averred in the statement of 
claim and also deposed on oath by way of evidence as PW-1 that he was not gainfully employed 
after his termination petitioner is also entitled for full back-wages.  

   
 16. In view of my aforesaid discussion, the claim filed by the petitioner succeeds and is 
hereby allowed. The respondent company is directed to re-engage the petitioner in service from   
18-06-2020 with seniority and continuity along-with full back-wages including wages for the 
month of April and June, 2018. The payment of back-wages shall be payable within a period of two 
months from the date of announcement of this award failing which the same shall carry interest @ 
9% per annum. The reference is answered in the aforesaid terms.  

 
 Let a copy of this award be communicated to the appropriate Government for publication in 
the official gazette. The file after due completion be tagged with the main case file. 

 
 Announced in the open Court today on this 16th day of August, 2024. 
       
 

Sd/- 
(Anuja Sood), 

Presiding Judge, 
Industrial Tribunal-cum- 

Labour Court, Shimla, H.P. 
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IN THE COURT OF ANUJA SOOD, PRESIDING JUDGE 

H.P. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, SHIMLA 
  
    Reference No.    :    127 of 2019 
 
    Instituted on      :    23-08-2019  
 
    Decided on        :    16-08-2024  
 
 Ranjana Rai, r/o Jawalapur Nihalgarh, Paonta Sahib, District Sirmour, H.P.      . . Petitioner.  
  

Versus 
 

 1. The Factory Manager, M/s Mediforce Healthcare Pvt. Ltd., Unit-II, Plot No. 46, 
Industrial Area Gondpur, Tehsil Paonta Sahib, District Sirmaur, H.P. (Principal Employer). 
 
 2. Neeraj Verma /The contractor, Industrial Area Gondpur, Paonta Sahib, Himachal 
Pradesh                       . .  Respondents.  
 

Reference under Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
 
    For the petitioner       :  Shri Prateek Kumar, Adv.  
 
    For the respondent No. 1   :  Shri Abhyendra Gupta, Adv.  
  
    For the respondent No. 2   :  Ex-Parte. 
 

AWARD 
 
 The following reference was received for adjudication from the appropriate Government:  
  
 “Whether termination of the services of Smt. Ranjana Rai, r/o Jawalapur Nihalgarh, 

Paonta Sahib, District Sirmaur, H.P. w.e.f. 01-09-2018 by the Factory Manager, M/s 
Mediforce Healthcare Pvt. Ltd., Unit-II, Plot No. 46, Industrial Area Gondpur, Tehsil 
Paonta Sahib, District Sirmaur, H.P. (Principal Employer) (ii) Sh. Neeraj Verma, 
Industrial Area Gondpur, Tehsil Paonta Sahib, District Sirmaur, H.P. (Contractor) 
allegedly without complying with the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is 
legal and justified? If not, what relief including reinstatement, amount of back wages, 
past service benefits and compensation the above ex-worker is entitled to from the 
above employers/ management?”  

      
 2.  The case of the petitioner, as it emerges from the statement of claim is that the 
petitioner/ claimant was initially engaged as packaging worker by the respondent no. 2 in the 
company w.e.f. November 2016 and she worked as such till 01-09-2018. The services of the 
petitioner have been orally terminated by the respondent no. 1 w.e.f. 01-09-2018 without following 
the mandatory provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter to be referred as the 
Act), as neither any notice has been served nor any compensation in lieu thereof has been paid to 
the petitioner. Petitioner is a workman as define under the Act. Petitioner had taken 15 days leave 
due to paralytic attack of her mother. The condition of her mother did not improve and petitioner 
took her to PGI Hospital at Lucknow. Petitioner had informed about this fact to respondent No. 1 
and also to the security guard of the company, but when petitioner came to join her services after 
one month she was allowed to work only for four days and on 5th day, her services were terminated 
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i.e. on 01-09-2018, without conducting any inquiry and without the compliance of mandatory 
provisions of the Act. The petitioner was not allowed to perform her duties by respondent No. 1. 
Petitioner visited the office of the respondent No. 1 several times and requested to re-engagement 
her, but respondent No. 1 did not pay any heed to the requests of the petitioner. Petitioner was 
forced to raise demand notice before the Labour-cum-Conciliation Officer against her illegal 
termination, which was duly served on respondent No. 1, who also filed the reply to said demand 
notice. Due to adamant attitude of respondent No. 1, conciliation proceeding failed. Respondent 
No. 1 has terminated the services of the petitioner in utter violation of provisions of the Act. The 
termination of the services of the petitioner in the aforesaid manner, tantamount to unfair labour 
practice. Petitioner has also been harassed mentally by the respondent No. 1, for which the 
company is liable to pay damages to the tune of Rs. 5,00,000/-.  
 
 3.  Petitioner through this claim petition has prayed that the termination of her services 
w.e.f. 01-09-2018 be quashed and set aside and that the respondents who have violated the 
principles of ''Last Come, First Go'' be directed to reinstate her with seniority and continuity along-
with full back wages. 
  
 4.  Notice of this petition has been sent to the respondents in pursuance thereof respondent 
No.1 filed reply in which it took the plea that the petitioner was employed through contractor, as 
such she cannot claim any benefits from respondent No 1. It is averred that the grievance of the 
petitioner lies with the contractor and not with respondent No. 1. The termination of the petitioner 
took place on 01-09-2018 and she has come to this Court in the year 2021, which shows that her 
claim is not bonafide. It was reiterated by the respondent No. 1 that since petitioner was engaged 
through contractor, she cannot raise any claim against the respondent No. 1 and prayed that the 
claim petition be dismissed.  
 
 5.  No rejoinder was filed.    
   
 6.  It is pertinent to mention here that notice was served on respondent No. 2, however, 
respondent No. 2 did not appear before this Court despite service, as such respondent No. 2 was 
proceeded against ex-parte vide order dated 01-09-2022. 
 7.  On the pleadings, this Court formulated the following issues on 22-09-2022:   
 
 1. Whether the termination of services of the petitioner w.e.f. 01-09-2018 by the 

respondent allegedly, without complying with the provisions of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, is illegal and unjustified? If yes, what relief the petitioner is entitled to?     . . OPP. 

 
 2. Whether the claim petition is neither competent nor maintainable in the present form, 

as alleged?             . . OPR. 
 
 3. Relief.  
 
 8.  Thereafter, the parties to the lis were directed to adduce evidence in support of the 
issues so framed.   
 
 9.  I have heard the Ld. Counsel for the petitioner and Ld. Counsel for respondent no.1 
and also scrutinize the record of the case carefully.      
 
 10.  For the reasons to be recorded hereinafter while discussing the issues for 
determination, my findings on the same are as under:— 
 
   Issue No. 1  :  No 
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   Issue No. 2  :  No 
 

   Relief       : Reference is answered in negative as per operative part of the 
Award.  

   
REASONS FOR FINDINGS 

 
Issue No.1  
 
 11.  So far as issue no. 1 is concerned, the onus to prove the same is on the petitioner. 
Petitioner has set-up a claim that she was engaged as a packaging worker by the respondent No. 2 
in the respondent No. 1 company w.e.f. November 2016 and she worked as such till 01-09-2018 
continuously and thereafter her services were orally terminated by the respondent No. 1 w.e.f.       
01-09-2018 without following the mandatory provisions of law. 
 
 12.   On the other hand, the stand taken by the respondent No. 1 is that the respondent No.1 
is not a principle employer and the grievances of the petitioner are only against the contractor. She 
was not engaged by the respondent No. 1 nor respondent No. 1 has terminated the services of the 
petitioner.  
 
 13.   Now coming to the evidence which is on record. The petitioner (Ranjana Rai) has 
appeared in the witness box as PW-1 and led her evidence by way of affidavit Ex. PW-1/A, which 
is just a reproduction of the averments as made in the petition. 
 
 14.  During cross-examination, she deposed that she was engaged/ deputed by the 
contractor with company. She deposed that she had worked under the direction and control of the 
respondent company and her ESI and EPF was also deducted by the company. She used to receive 
salary in cash sometimes from the contractor and sometimes from the officials of the company. She 
admitted that neither appointment letter nor any I.D. Card has been issued to her by respondent    
No. 1.  
 
 15.  This is the entire evidence which has been led by the petitioner.  
 
 16.   Respondent No.1 has examined Shri Balak Ram, as RW-1. He deposed that he is 
authorized by respondent No. 1 vide Ex. RW-1/A to give evidence in this reference. He led his 
evidence by way of affidavit as Ex. RW-1/B, which is just a reproduction of the averments as made 
in the reply. 
 
 17.   During cross-examination, he admitted that the petitioner was working in respondent 
No. 1 company, however he denied that she was paid salary by the respondent No. 1. He deposed 
that company had entered into agreement with the contractor that he would provide employees to 
the company. He admitted that such agreement has not placed on record. He denied that the 
petitioner use to work under her supervision. 
 
 18.  This is the entire evidence led by the respondent. 
 
 19.  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 preceding twelve calendar months 
prior to his alleged retrenchment. The law on this issue is well settled. In R.M. Yellatty vs. 
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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.   
 
 20. 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 she had worked continuously for a period 
240 days in a block of twelve calendar months anterior to the date of her illegal termination, which 
as per the claim of the petitioner took place in 01-09-2018. There is not even single averments 
made by the petitioner either in her application/ claim or in the evidence which is led by way of 
affidavit as Ex. PW-1/A that she had worked continuously for a period of 240 days in a block of 
twelve calendar months prior to the date of her illegal termination. 
 
 21.  So far as the case of the petitioner is concerned, it is clear position on record from the 
pleadings of the petitioner and her statement that she was engaged by the respondent No. 2 in the 
Month of November, 2016. The petitioner has also admitted this fact in her cross-examination that 
she was engaged/ deputed by the contractor with the respondent No. 1. She has also admitted that 
neither any appointment letter nor any I.D. Card was issued to her by respondent company. The 
petitioner though has claimed that she was engaged by the respondent No. 1 in the company w.e.f. 
November, 2016 and she worked up till 01-09-2018 continuously, but petitioner has not bothered to 
summon any record of the respondent No. 1 to establish that she was ever paid salary by the 
respondent no. 1 or that her ESI and EPF was deducted by respondent No. 1. In absence of such 
proof, the statement of the petitioner is not enough to establish on record that she was engaged by 
the respondent No. 1 and had completed 240 days in a period of twelve calendar months prior to 
date of her termination. The evidence on record viz-a-viz the statement of the petitioner clearly 
establish that she was engaged by respondent No. 2 who deputed her with respondent No. 1.  
 
 22. Now, coming to the plea of the petitioner that there is also violation of the principle of 
“last come first go” which is envisaged under Section 25-G of the Act. The said section provides:  
 

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

 

 23. It is claimed by the petitioner that after termination of her services, junior persons to 
her were re-engaged by the respondent, but neither any list of the junior persons has been placed on 
record nor the petitioner has made any averment that which junior person was retained by the 
respondent No. 1. Moreover, the petitioner has failed to establish employee-employer relationship 
between the petitioner and the respondent No. 1, as she cannot drive any benefit under Section 25-
G of the Act against respondent no 1. The learned counsel for the petitioner has placed reliance of 
2007, LLR 72 Supreme Court of India, 2017, LLR 153 Rajasthan High Court, 2017, LLR 111 
Short Note (code 20) Rajasthan High Court, 2015, LLR 833 Himachal Pradesh High Court, 
though this Court has no reason to dis-agree with the law laid down by the Supreme Court Cases 
and Hon’ble High Court, but coming to the case in hand these judgments are not help to the 
petitioner as she has failed to prove any violation to Sections 25-F, 25-G, 25-H and 25-N. In view 
of the above discussion issued no. 1 decided against the petitioner.   
   
Issue No.2 
 
 24. Now coming to issue no. 2, it was argued by the learned counsel for the respondent 
that there being an inordinate delay in the steps taken by the petitioner for the redressal of her 
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grievance, her claim suffers from delay and laches, which disentitles her to the relief(s) she had 
prayed for. The claim as such is not maintainable. 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”.  

 
 25.  In view of the aforesaid binding precedent, it cannot be said that the petition is hit by 
the vice of delay and laches. Of course, the delay in raising the industrial dispute by a workman can 
be taken into account by the Court while granting the relief(s) claimed. The observations made by 
our own Hon’ble High Court in case titled as Liaq Ram vs. State of H.P. and ors., 2012 (2) Him. 
L.R.(FB) 580 (majority view) will also be advantageous on this aspect of the matter. In view of the 
above discussion, it cannot be held that the petition is neither competent nor maintainable as such 
issue no. 2 decided against the respondent.  
       
Relief.  
 
 26. For all the foregoing reasons discussed hereinabove supra, the claim filed by the 
petitioner fails and is hereby dismissed. Let a copy of this award be communicated to the 
appropriate Government for publication in the official gazette. File, after due completion, be 
consigned to records.  
 
 Announced in the open Court today on this 16th day of August, 2024. 

Sd/- 
         (ANUJA SOOD) 

Presiding Judge, 
Industrial Tribunal-cum- 

Labour Court, Shimla, H.P. 
 

____________ 
 

IN THE COURT OF ANUJA SOOD, PRESIDING JUDGE 
HP INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, SHIMLA 

  
    Reference No.    :    134 of 2019 
 
    Instituted on      :    17-09-2019 
 
    Decided on        :    17-08-2024   
 
 Subhash Chand s/o Sh. Pritam Singh, r/o Village Kishanpura, P.O. Jamniwala, Tehsil 
Paonta Sahib, District Sirmaur, H.P.               . . Petitioner.  
  

Versus 
 

 Principal D.A.V. Public School Paonta Sahib, Tehsil Paonta, District Sirmaur, H.P. 
. . Respondent.  
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Reference under Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 

 
    For the petitioner      : Shri Susheel K. Parihar, Adv.  
 
    For the respondents  :  Shri R.K. Khidtta, Adv. 
 

AWARD 
 

 The following reference was received for adjudication from the appropriate Government:   
 
 “Whether the termination of the services of Sh. Subhash Chand s/o Shri Pritam Singh, 

r/o Village Kishanpura, P.O. Jamniwala, Tehsil Paonta Sahib, District Sirmour, H.P. 
by the Principal, D.A.V. Public School, Paonta Sahib, District Sirmaur, H.P. w.e.f. 03-
10-2018 without complying with the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is 
legal and justified? If not, what relief including reinstatement, amount of back wages, 
seniority, past service benefits and compensation the above aggrieved worker is 
entitled to from the above employer?”   

      
 2.  The case of the petitioner as emerges from the statement of claim is that the petitioner 
was appointed as Driver with the respondent in May, 2014 on monthly salary of Rs. 11,880/- and 
he worked as such up till 31-07-2018 without any break. During this period the work and conduct 
of the petitioner remained satisfactory and up to the mark. The respondent without any prior notice 
and without any salary terminated the services of the petitioner without affording him any 
opportunity of being heard, which is in violation to the mandatory provisions of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter to be referred as the Act). Petitioner raised the industrial dispute 
before the Labour-cum-conciliation Officer, but the same could not be resolved and the matter was 
referred to this Court for adjudication. The petitioner has claimed that his salary was paid by the 
respondent till July, 2018 and thereafter respondent retained the salary of the petitioner and in the 
month of October, 2018, the services of the petitioner were terminated by the respondent without 
following the mandatory provisions of the Act. Petitioner has claimed through this petition that 
respondent be directed to re-engage the petitioner with all the consequential benefits. 
 
 3. Notice of this claim was sent to the respondent, in pursuance thereof respondent 
contested the claim by filing reply. Apart from taking preliminary objections of maintainability, 
gross misuse of the provisions of the Act, petitioner has not approached this Court with clean hand, 
cause of action, petitioner was a temporary/ casual worker and was performing temporary work in 
the school. Petitioner was found stealing petrol from the vehicle of the respondent number of times 
and he also committed mistakes, which were admitted by him in writing. Due to illegal acts of the 
petitioner the respondent school has lost the faith in the petitioner. 
 
 4. On merits, it was submitted that the petitioner was working as casual worker since 
June, 2014 and he left the job on account of his personal family problem on 25-04-2015 by 
tendering written resignation in his own hand to the respondent. After sometime the petitioner 
again requested the respondent to re-engage him on casual basis and the petitioner was engaged 
afresh on causal basis in the month of June, 2015. Petitioner was again found short of his duty and 
on inquiry it was found that the petitioner was misappropriating petrol and diesel from the vehicle 
of the respondent school. The act of the petitioner was also seen by one of the employee namely Sh. 
Shiv Saran who reported the matter to the principal in writing and petitioner himself admitted his 
mistake in writing vide letter dated 30-09-2018. Services of the petitioner were never terminated by 
the respondent, but petitioner himself left the job on 01-10-2018 without any prior intimation to the 
respondent. Respondent waited for few days and tried to contact the petitioner, but his phone was 
found switched off. In view of urgency of driver in the school, the management employed a driver 



 

 

11399jkti=] fgekpy izns'k] 04 tuojh] 2025@14 ikS"k] 1946         
through outsource agency as per the guidelines of D.A.V College Managing Committee. 
Respondent claimed that they have paid dues and admissible salary to the petitioner and prayed for 
the dismissal of the claim petition.    
 
 5.  Petitioner filed rejoinder in which he denied the preliminary objections as taken in the 
reply. It was categorically denied by the petitioner that he had tendered his resignation and claimed 
that the documents enclosed with the reply are forged. Petitioner further claimed that the 
respondent in order to adjust his nearer and dear terminated the services of the petitioner on         
03-10-2018. On the next day i.e. 04-10-2018, petitioner visited the respondent school for his duties, 
but he was kept outside the office entire day. It was denied that the petitioner had left job at his 
own.  
 
 6.  On the pleadings, this Court formulated the following issues on 24-06-2022:   
 
 1. Whether the termination of services of petitioner by respondent w.e.f. 03-10-2018, 

without complying with the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, is illegal and 
unjustified, as alleged? If yes, what relief the petitioner is entitled to?      . . OPP. 

 
 2. Whether the claim petition is not maintainable in the present form, as alleged?  . . OPR. 
 
 3. Relief.  
 
 7.  Thereafter, the parties to the lis were directed to adduce evidence in support of the 
issues so framed.   
 
 8.  I have heard Ld. Counsel for the petitioner and Ld. Counsel for the respondent.    
  
 9.  For the reasons to be recorded hereinafter while discussing the issues for 
determination, my findings thereon are as under:— 
 
   Issue No. 1 :   Partly yes 
 
   Issue No. 2  :  No 
  

   Relief  :   Reference is answered partly in affirmative as per operative part of 
the Award.  

   
REASONS FOR FINDINGS 

 
Issue No.1  
  
 10.  The onus to prove issue no.1 is on the petitioner.  
 
 11.   Coming to evidence led by the petitioner, petitioner has stepped into the witness box as 
PW-1 and led his evidence by way of affidavit Ex. PW-1/A, which is just a reproduction of the 
averments as made in the petition.  
 
 12.  During cross-examination he admitted that he was engaged on temporary basis by the 
respondent initially in the month of May, 2014. He denied that he resigned from services due to his 
family problems on 25-04-2015 by tendering written resignation. He denied that written resignation 
has been signed by him. He denied that he had made request to the respondent to re-engage him 
afresh on the same post. He denied that he was reengaged in the month of June, 2015. He also 
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denied that Sh. Shiv Saran had made written complaint Mark-RX-2 against him regarding stealing 
of the petrol during duty time. He also denied that vide letter Mark-RX-3 he had accepted his 
mistake. He also denied that he left the job w.e.f. 01-10-2018. Self stated that his services were 
orally terminated by the Principal. He showed ignorance that the school management has decided 
to engage the driver on outsource basis. He also denied that he is gainfully employed and earning 
Rs. 25,000/- per month. 
  
 13. Petitioner also examined Sh. Shiv Saran as PW-2, who has stepped into the witness 
box as PW-2, he led his evidence by way of affidavit Ex. PW-2/A. He deposed that he was working 
with DAV Public School as Security Guard since 2015 and petitioner was also working as driver 
with the respondent who was appointed one year prior to him. He deposed that act and conduct of 
the petitioner always remained good, he was respectful towards the staff as well as other people and 
there was no complaint against him. The applicant/ petitioner remained in services without any 
break till 31-07-2018 and the services of the applicant were terminated by the principal without any 
reason, in order to adjust his near and dear one. Thereafter, the principal has engaged Sh. Supa Ram 
as driver in place of Subhash. The principal was involved in a case of fraud and FIR under Section 
420 IPC for conducting the open exam was also registered against the principal. During cross-
examination, he deposed that he is working as Security Guard in M/s Cipla Company and stated 
that he worked with the respondent as Security Guard till 2020. There were 50-55 teachers, Mali 
and housekeeping persons who were working with the respondent. He deposed that he was marking 
the attendance of the petitioner. The petitioner was employee of the Principle and not of the 
contractor. He admitted that he does not know the reason why the services of the petitioner were 
terminated. He admitted that Sh. Supa Ram has been engaged through the contractor. He denied 
that the allegations of stealing petrol were also levelled against the petitioner. 
 
 14. This is the entire evidence led by the petitioner. 
 
 15.  In rebuttal, the respondent has examined Ms. Shalini Kant Thakur, as RW-1, who also 
led her evidence by way of affidavit Ex. RW-1/A, which is reproduction of the averments as made 
in the reply. She also produce on record letter dated 25-04-2015 Ex. RW-1/B, letter dated             
15-09-2018 Ex. RW-1/C, letter dated 30-09-2018 Ex. RW-1/D and photocopy of the recruitment of 
Class-D employees in respondent school Ex. RW-1/E. 
 
 16.  During cross-examination, she admitted that the petitioner was engaged as Driver by 
the respondent school w.e.f. May, 2014. Self stated that he was engaged on temporary basis. She 
denied that the petitioner had worked till 31-07-2018. She admitted that she was not posted as 
Principal of respondent school for the period from May, 2014 to 31-07-2018. She denied that 
Subhash Chand never made pardon through letter Ex. RW-1/B to the management. She denied that 
the documents Ex. RW-1/B to Ex. RW-1/D were falsely prepared by the management. She deposed 
that she cannot say without going through the record that in which year, month and time petitioner 
had stolen petrol from the vehicle of the respondent. She admitted that no inquiry was initiated 
against the petitioner. Self stated that the petitioner admitted his guilt in writing and abandoned the 
job at his own. She admitted that during that period Sh. V.K. Lawania was the principal of the 
school. She showed ignorance that FIR has been registered against the principal under Section 420. 
  
 17. This is the entire evidence led by the respondent. 
 
 18.  Now, coming to the case as put up by the respondent, respondent has taken the plea 
that the petitioner was engaged as casual worker since June, 2014 and left the job on account of his 
personal family problem on 25-04-2015 by tendering resignation in his own hand to the respondent 
and after sometimes petitioner in the month of June 2015 made a request that he be re-engaged 
afresh on causal basis which request was accepted by the respondent. Whereas, the petitioner has 
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taken the plea that he worked continuously with the respondent since June, 2014 till his services 
were terminated illegally by the respondent on 03.10.2018. Much reliance was placed by the 
respondent on Ex. RW-1/B, written resignation of the petitioner. Petitioner though has denied that 
he had tendered his resignation to the Principal, but even if it is considered by this Court that the 
petitioner had tendered his resignation, there is no office order, salary record, attendance register or 
any other record of the respondent to established that this resignation of the petitioner was accepted 
by the respondent management. Simply tendering a resignation would not prove on record that the 
same was accepted by the respondent and petitioner had left the job, as such, the plea of the 
petitioner that he was continuously working with the respondent since June, 2014 till his 
termination has to be accepted.  
 
 19.  The respondent has taken the stand that petitioner himself abandoned the job after Shiv 
Saran, one of the Security Guard of the respondent had informed the principal vide Ex. RW-1/C 
that petitioner had stolen petrol from the official vehicle of the respondent and in this regard the 
petitioner had tendered apology and thereafter abandoned the job. So far as this plea is concerned 
Sh. Shiv Saran has been examined by the petitioner as PW-2 and he has not uttered a single word 
that he had informed in writing to the authority, that the petitioner was involved in theft of petrol 
from the vehicle of the respondent. Moreover this witness has denied the suggestions put to this 
witness by the respondent that petitioner had stolen petrol from the vehicle of the respondent. Even 
letter Ex RW1/C has not been put to this witness. PW-2 has supported the case as set-up by the 
petitioner regarding his illegal termination. He has stated that he was marking attendance of the 
petitioner and petitioner was employee of the respondent.  
 
 20. Though, much reliance was placed on Ex. RW-1/D, but through this letter the 
petitioner has only submitted that if any mistake has been committed by him he would not repeat 
the same and he would not give any reason to the respondent for further complaint. There is no 
document to show that the petitioner had left the job at his own nor any inquiry against the 
petitioner has been conducted to establish that he was involved in any activity which was 
detrimental to the interest of the respondent management. Respondent management has not 
produced on record any record of salary to show that the petitioner was not paid any wages from 
25-04-2015 till June, 2015. In absence of any such record, it stands established that the petitioner 
worked continuously with the respondent since June, 2014 till his illegally termination by the 
respondent.  
 
 21. Retrenchment under Section 2 (oo) of the Act, is comprehensive enough to include all 
types of terminations of service, unless the termination falls within any of the exceptional 
categories mentioned therein. In the instant case, the statement of the petitioner which goes 
unrebutted would establish on record that he was engaged as driver by the respondent company 
w.e.f May 2014 and he worked continuously as such till 31 July 201, but the respondent has 
terminated the services of the petitioner orally. No action has been initiated against the petitioner by 
way of any disciplinary action. Before, terminating the services of the petitioner, it was incumbent 
upon the respondent to have issued notice as provided in Section 25-F of the Act, which reads as 
under: — 
 
  “No workman employed in any industry who has been in continuous service for not less 

than one year under an employer shall be retrenched by that employer until :— 
 
 (a) the workman has been given one month's notice in writing indicating the reasons for 

retrenchment and the period of notice has expired, or the workman has been paid in 
lieu of such notice, wages for the period of the notice; 
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 (b) the workman has been paid, at the time of retrenchment, compensation which shall be 

equivalent to fifteen days' average pay for every completed year of continuous service 
or any part thereof in excess of six months; and 

 
 (c) notice in the prescribed manner is served on the appropriate Government for such 

authority as may be specified by the appropriate Government by notification in the 
Official Gazette". 

 
 22. So, in view of this enabling provision of the Act, no workman employed in any 
industry, who has been in “continuous service” for not less than one year, can be retrenched by the 
employer unless he has been given one month’s notice in writing indicating the reasons for 
retrenchment and that the period of notice has expired or the workman has been paid in lieu of such 
notice, wages for the period of notice, but the respondent has not complied with the provisions of 
Section 25-F of the Act and proceeded to terminate the services of the petitioner orally as such the 
termination of the petitioner from service w.e.f. 3-10-2018 is neither legal nor justified.   
  
 23. The second point which arises for consideration in this case is that whether there is any 
violation of Section 25-G of the ibid Act which reads as under: — 
 
 “25-G. Procedure for retrenchment.—Where any workman in an industrial establishment, 

who is a citizen of India, is to be retrenched and she belongs to a particular category of 
workmen in that establishment, in the absence of any agreement between the employer and 
the workman in this behalf, the employer shall ordinarily retrench the workman who was 
the last person to be employed in that category, unless for reasons to be recorded the 
employer retrenches any other workman”. 

 
 24. To invoke this provision, the workman is not required to prove that he had worked for 
240 days preceding to the date of his termination, but it is sufficient for him to plead and prove that 
while terminating his services, the employer violated the rules of “last come first go”. Coming to 
the case in hand it is admitted fact that after services of the petitioner were terminated and one      
Sh. Supa Ram was engaged as Driver in place of petitioner. The respondent  though has taken the 
plea that Supa Ram was engaged through contractor, but no such contract has been produced. Even 
if it is assumed that Supa Ram was engaged through contract, then also there is a violation of 
Section 25-H of the Act. The termination of the petitioner has already been held to be illegal and 
unjustified and there is also violation of Section 25-G and 25-H of the Act. The provisions of 25-G 
and 25-H have been given complete go by the respondent, as such it stands established that there is 
violation of mandatory provisions of the Act. 
 
 25. The petitioner has also alleged that he was not paid the salary for the months of August 
to October, 2018. Though, it stands established on record that the services of the petitioner were 
termination illegal in violation of mandatory provisions of the Act on 03-10-2018, but petitioner 
has not worked in the month of October, 2018 as such he would not be entitled to the salary for the 
month of October, 2018. Petitioner has also not bothered to summon the record of the respondent to 
establish that he was not paid salary even for the months of August and September, 2018. Since, 
there is no evidence on record to establish this fact that his salary for the months of August and 
September was retained by respondent, as such no direction could be issued to the respondent to 
pay him salary for the months of August and September, 2018. Apart from this the petitioner has 
also not made any averments either in the pleadings or in the evidence that he was not gainfully 
employed anywhere after his termination. It is settled that the entitlement of any employee to get 
re-instated does not necessarily and mechanically result in payment of full or partial back-wages 
which is independent of re-instatement and host of factors like the manner and method of selection 
and appointment, nature of appointment whether ad-hoc, short term, daily wage, temporary and 
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permanent in character and length of service, which the workman had rendered with the employer, 
are required to be taken into consideration before passing any order for award of back-wages. This 
position was reiterated in Kanpur Electricity Supply C. Ltd. Vs. Shamim Mirza (2009) 1 SCC 
20 as well as in Ritu Marbles Vs. Prabhankant Shukla (2010) 2 SCC 70.  
 
 26. Though the burden to prove that the petitioner was not gainfully employed after his 
illegal termination was on the petitioner but he has failed to discharge this burden, as such the 
petitioner is not entitled to any back wages and salary for the months of August and September, 
2018. However, since it has been proved on record that there is violation of mandatory provisions 
of the Act and services of the petitioner were illegally terminated by the respondent,  issue no. 1 is 
decided partly in favour of the petitioner.  
 
Issue No. 2 
 
 27.  Now coming to issue no. 2, there is nothing on record that as to how this petition is not 
maintainable. The present reference petition has been sent to this Court by the appropriate 
Government for adjudication and the same is maintainable before this Court. Hence, issue no. 2 
decided against the respondent.  
 
Relief.  
 
 28. In view of my aforesaid discussion, the claim filed by the petitioner succeeds and is 
hereby allowed. The respondent school is directed to re-engage the petitioner in service from       
03-10-2018 with seniority and continuity but without back wages. The reference is answered in the 
aforesaid terms.  
 
 29. Let a copy of this award be communicated to the appropriate Government for 
publication in the official gazette. The file after due completion be tagged with the main case file. 
 
 Announced in the open Court today on this 17th day of August, 2024. 
       

Sd/-        
(ANUJA SOOD) 
Presiding Judge, 

Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Shimla, H.P. 

 
___________ 

 
 
 

IN THE COURT OF ANUJA SOOD, PRESIDING JUDGE 
H.P. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, SHIMLA 

  
     Reference No.    :    196 of 2021 
 
     Instituted on      :    27-10-2021 
 
     Decided on        :    20-08-2024 
   
 Munni Devi w/o Shri Ashok Mishra C/o Satish Kumar (President), AITUC, HQ # 7, Phase-
II Omaxe Parkwoods, Chakkan Road, Baddi, District Solan, H.P.           . . Petitioner.   
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Versus 

 
 The Occupier/Factory Manager M/s Affy Parental, Village Gullarwala, Sai Road Baddi, 
Tehsil Baddi, District Solan, H.P.           . . Respondent.  
 

Reference under Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
 
     For the petitioner      :  Shri J.C. Bhardwaj, AR  
 
     For the respondent  :  Shri Niranjan Verma, Advocate. 
 

AWARD 
 
 The following reference was received for adjudication from the appropriate Government: —  
 
 “Whether the termination of the services of Smt.  Munni Devi w/o Shri Ashok Mishra 

c/o Satish Kumar (President), AITUC, HQ # 7, Phase-II Omaxe Parkwoods, Chakkan 
Road, Baddi, District Solan, H.P. by the Occupier/Factory Manager M/s Affy 
Parental, Village Gullarwala, Sai Road Baddi, Tehsil Baddi, District Solan, H.P. w.e.f. 
23-10-2018 without complying with the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
is legal and justified? If not, what relief including reinstatement of the services, 
seniority, amount of back wages, past service benefits and compensation the above 
aggrieved worker is entitled to from the above management/employer?”     

    
 2. The facts as emerges from the statement of claim are that the petitioner was employed 
as Security Supervisor/Guard by the respondent management on 01-11-2011 and remained in 
continuous service till her illegal and oral termination by the respondent. Petitioner was performing 
her duties sincerely and honestly, but she was restrained from attending the duties and her services 
were orally terminated without any speaking orders on 23-10-2018. At the time of her illegal 
termination, she was drawing salary @ ` 9,000/- per month. While terminating the services of the 
petitioner, the mandatory provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter to be referred 
as the Act) were not complied with. It is also alleged that the respondent has retained junior 
workmen while terminating the services of the petitioner, in utter violation to the provisions of 
Sections 25-G and 25-H of the Act. The petitioner has claimed that she has completed 240 days in 
each calendar year, since her engagement and also completed 240 days within a period of twelve 
calendar months preceding to her illegal termination. Petitioner has alleged that she fell ill on        
19-9-2018 and remained under treatment at ESI hospital, Baddi till 25-09-2018. Petitioner was 
advised rest for seven days, but she could not   recover and was granted two weeks rest from         
3-10-2018 to 16-10-2018. Petitioner remained on rest as per the advice of the Doctor from            
17-10-2018 to 24-10-2018. She was declared fit to join her duties on 25-10-2018. On 26-10-2018, 
she went to join her duties, but she was told by HR Manager of the respondent that her services 
have been terminated on 23-10-2018. Petitioner raised demand notice on 11-01-2019, but the 
respondent management has refused to reinstate her in service as such the matter was referred to 
this Court. Petitioner has alleged further that since the date of her illegal termination on 23-10-2018 
she is not employed anywhere till now. Through this petition, petitioner has prayed that her oral 
termination by the management on 23-10-2018, be declared as null and void and the respondent 
management be directed to reinstate her in service with all consequential benefits including full 
back-wages. 
  
 3. Notice of this claim was sent to the respondent, in pursuance thereof respondent 
contested the claim by filing reply.  Respondent took preliminary objections that the petitioner has 
not come to this Court with clean hands, she has committed serious acts of misconduct, 
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abandonment, maintainability, the petitioner is gainfully employed and the petitioner is guilty of 
misusing the provisions of the Act. 
   
 4. On merits, it was denied that the petitioner was engaged as supervisor/Security Guard 
by the respondent on 01-11-2011 and she worked as such till her termination. It was also denied 
that the petitioner was restrained from attending her duties and her services have been terminated 
without any speaking orders on 23-10-2018. It is averred that the petitioner was engaged as 
Security Guard on 12-04-2012, but she engaged herself in various misconducts and quarrels for 
which she had tendered unconditional apologies and ultimately she abandoned her job without 
intimating the respondent management. Respondent denied empathetically that the services of the 
petitioner were terminated in violation of the provisions of the Act. It is denied that the petitioner 
was ill on 19-09-2018 and she was advised rest, as claimed by the petitioner. It was also denied that 
she came for the duties on 26-10-2018, but she was not allowed to join her duties. It was reiterated 
that the petitioner has left the job at  her own and prayed for the dismissal of the claim. 
       
 5. Petitioner filed rejoinder in which she denied the preliminary objections and reiterated 
the averments as made in the statement of claim. 
  
 6.  On the pleadings, this Court formulated the following issues on 23-01-2023.   
 
 1. Whether the termination of services of petitioner by the respondent w.e.f. 23-10-2018, 

without complying with the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, is illegal and 
unjustified, as alleged? If yes, what relief the petitioner is entitled to?      . . OPP. 

 
 2. Whether the claim petition filed by the petitioner is neither competent nor  

maintainable in the present form, as alleged?         . . OPR. 
 
 3. Relief.  
 
 7.  Thereafter, the parties to the lis were directed to adduce evidence in support of the 
issues so framed.   
 
 8. I have heard Ld. AR for the petitioner and Ld. Counsel for the respondent.   
   
 9.  For the reasons to be recorded hereinafter while discussing the issues for 
determination, my findings thereon are as under:— 
 
    Issue No. 1    :  Yes 
 
    Issue No. 2    :  No 
  

    Relief            :   Reference is answered in affirmative as per  operative part of 
the Award.  

   
REASONS FOR FINDINGS 

 

Issue No.1   
 
 10. The onus to prove issue no.1 is on the petitioner.  
 
 11. Coming to evidence led by the petitioner, petitioner has stepped into the witness box as 
PW-1 and led her evidence by way of affidavit Ex. PW-1/A, which is just a reproduction of the 
averments as made in the petition.  
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 12.  During cross-examination, she deposed that now  a days, she is not working anywhere. 
She admitted her signatures in letters Ex. Rx and Ex. RY. She admitted that address mentioned in 
letter Ex. RZ is her permanent address. She deposed that she does not know that the company had 
sent letter to her on her permanent address for joining her duties. Self stated that she was residing at 
Baddi. She admitted that she was appointed as Security Guard on 12-04-2012. She denied that her 
behavior was not good with her co-workers and she was not obeying the orders of her superiors. 
She also denied that she has received full & final dues from the company. She denied that despite 
serving several reminders, she did not join her duty. She also denied that she is working in some 
other company.  
 
 13. This is the entire evidence led by the petitioner. 
 
 14. In rebuttal, the respondent has examined Shri Deepak Kumar, as RW-1, who also led 
his evidence by way of affidavit Ex. RW-1/A, which  is just a reproduction of  the averments as 
made in the reply. He also produced on record authority letter Ex. RW-1/B.  
 
 15.  During cross-examination, he expressed his ignorance that the petitioner had fallen ill 
on 19-9-2018 and she was admitted in ESI hospital, Baddi. He denied that the petitioner had 
recovered on 25-09-2018, when fitness certificate was issued to her. He further denied that she 
came to join her duties on 26-09-2018. He also denied that the petitioner had not left the job. He 
admitted that the letter was not delivered to the petitioner and it was received back by the 
respondent. He admitted that petitioner was not charge sheeted for her alleged absence nor any 
enquiry was conducted. He denied that the signatures of the petitioner were obtained on blank 
papers and Ex. RX and Ex. RY were prepared and written by the respondent management. He 
admitted that letters Ex. RX and Ex. RY are not of the hands of the petitioner and further deposed 
that no complaint made against the petitioner has been placed on record.  
   
 16. This is the entire evidence led by the respondent. 
 
 17.  The factual matrix of the case is that the petitioner raised an Industrial Disputes for her 
wrongful termination by approaching the Labour-cum-conciliation Officer. Petitioner has taken the 
plea that she was engaged as Security Guard by the respondent on 01-11-2012 and worked 
continuously till 23-10-2018 on which date her services were terminated orally without assigning 
any reason and without following the mandatory provisions of the Act, despite the fact that the 
petitioner had completed 240 working days in preceding calendar year from the date of her oral 
termination. Apart from this petitioner has also alleged gross violation of Sections 25-G and 25-H 
of the Act.  
 
 18. Retrenchment under Section 2 (oo) of the Act, is comprehensive enough to include all 
types of terminations of service, unless the termination falls within any of the exceptional 
categories mentioned therein. In the instant case, a suggestion has been put to the petitioner during 
cross-examination that she was appointed as Security Guard on 12-04-2012, which suggestion has 
been admitted by the petitioner, thus it stands established on record that the petitioner was engaged 
as Security Guard by the respondent company w.e.f 12-04-2012. This fact has not been disputed by 
the respondent in the cross-examination or even in the reply that the petitioner had worked up till 
23-10-2018. Therefore, it stands established on record that the petitioner had worked with the 
respondent company as Security Guard w.e.f. 12-04-2012 up till 23-10-2018 continuously.  The 
case of the petitioner is that her services were illegally terminated by the respondent without 
complying with the provisions of the Act, despite the fact that she had completed more than 240 
working days in every calendar year and even in twelve calendar months immediately preceding to 
her oral termination. Whereas, the respondent on the other hand has taken the plea that she herself 
has abandoned the job, as she is a quarrelsome lady who used to quarrel with her co-workers. So far 



 

 

11407jkti=] fgekpy izns'k] 04 tuojh] 2025@14 ikS"k] 1946         
as this plea is concerned, there is nothing on record except bald statement of RW-1 to establish that 
the petitioner had abandoned the job at her own. It has come in the statement of RW-1 that the 
letter Ex. RZ was never delivered to the petitioner. There is endorsement in the letter that no one in 
the name of petitioner was residing on this address. Moreover, it is well known that abandonment 
has to be proved by the employer like any other fact. Therefore, the burden of proving 
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 voluntary 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.  
 

 19. Mere statement of Shri Deepak Kumar (RW1), alleging that the workman has 
abandoned the job herself is entirely insufficient to discharge the said onus. Admittedly, no 
disciplinary proceedings were initiated against the petitioner by the respondent for her 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 to be conducted by the respondent.  
Then, ‘animus’ to abandon, it is well settled, must necessarily be shown to exist, before a case of 
abandonment can be said to have been made out. No evidence of any such ‘animus’ on the part of 
the respondent is forthcoming in the present case. Thus, the plea of abandonment put forth by the 
respondents/employers is not established. 
 

 20. The petitioner has claimed that she worked continuously as such till 23-10-2018, but 
the respondent has terminated the services of the petitioner orally. Before, terminating the services 
of the petitioner, it was incumbent upon the respondent to have issued notice as provided in Section 
25-F of the Act, which reads as under:—  
 

  “No workman employed in any industry who has been in continuous service for not less 
than one year under an employer shall be retrenched by that employer until :— 

 

 (a) the workman has been given one month's notice in writing indicating the reasons for 
retrenchment and the period of notice has expired, or the workman has been paid in 
lieu of such notice, wages for the period of the notice; 

 

 (b) the workman has been paid, at the time of retrenchment, compensation which shall be 
equivalent to fifteen days' average pay for every completed year of continuous service 
or any part thereof in excess of six months; and 

 

 (c) notice in the prescribed manner is served on the appropriate Government for such 
authority as may be specified by the appropriate Government by notification in the 
Official Gazette". 

 

 21. So, in view of this enabling provision of the Act, no workman employed in any 
industry, who has been in “continuous service” for not less than one year, can be retrenched by the 
employer unless she/he has been given one month’s notice in writing indicating the reasons for 
retrenchment and that the period of notice has expired or the workman has been paid in lieu of such 
notice, wages for the period of notice, but the respondent has not complied with the provisions of 
Section 25-F of the Act and proceeded to terminate the services of the petitioner orally as such the 
termination of the petitioner from service w.e.f. 23-10-2018 is neither legal nor justified. 
    
 22. The other point which arises for consideration in this case is that whether there is any 
violation of Section 25-G of the ibid Act which reads as under:— 
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  “25-G. Procedure for retrenchment.—Where any workman in an industrial establishment, 
who is a citizen of India, is to be retrenched and she belongs to a particular category of workmen in 
that establishment, in the absence of any agreement between the employer and the workman in this 
behalf, the employer shall ordinarily retrench the workman who was the last person to be employed 
in that category, unless for reasons to be recorded the employer retrenches any other workman”. 
 
 23. To invoke this provision, the workman is not required to prove that he had worked for 
240 days preceding  to the date of her termination, but it is sufficient for her to plead and prove that 
while terminating her services, the employer violated the rules of “last come first go”. The 
petitioner has not made any averments in the statement of claim and also did not utter a single word 
while appearing in the witness box that who are the newly engaged persons who were junior to her 
and when they joined the respondent company. Neither there is any evidence to establish on record 
that juniors have been retained by the respondent in violation of the provisions of Sections 25-G & 
25-H of the Act nor there is anything on record to establish that the respondent has violated the 
principles of “last come first go”.  
 
 24. Now, the last question which has been raised by the petitioner through this claim 
petition is that she is not only entitled for reinstatement with seniority and continuity but also for 
back-wages. The petitioner in her statement of claim as well as in her evidence as PW-1 has 
deposed that since the date of her oral termination, she is not gainfully employed anywhere. 
Though, it is settled that the entitlement of any employee to get re-instated does not necessarily and 
mechanically result in payment of full or partial back-wages which is independent of re-instatement 
and host of factors like the manner and method of selection and appointment, nature of appointment 
whether ad-hoc, short term, daily wage, temporary and permanent in character and length of 
service, which the workman had rendered with the employer, are required to be taken into 
consideration before passing any order for award of back-wages. This position was reiterated in 
Kanpur Electricity Supply C. Ltd. Vs. Shamim Mirza (2009) 1 SCC 20 as well as in Ritu 
Marbles Vs. Prabhankant Shukla (2010) 2 SCC 70.   
   
 25. In the case in hand the petitioner has shown that she was not gainfully employed 
anywhere. In Kendriya Vidyalaya Sangathan Versus S.C. Sharma (2005) SCC 363, the Hon’ble 
Apex Court held that in question of determining the entitlement of a person to back wages, the 
employee has to show that he was not gainfully employed. The initial burden is on the employee to 
prove that.  The Hon’ble Apex Court in National Gandhi Musuem Vs. Sudhir Sharma (2-21) 12 
SCC 439 has considered this aspect and held as under: — 
 
 “Whether an employee after dismissal from service was gainfully employed is 

something, which is within his special knowledge. Considering the principle 
incorporated in Section 106 of the Indian Evidence Act, the initial burden is on the 
employee to come out with the case that he was not gainfully employed after the order 
of termination. It is a negative burden, however, in what manner the employee can 
discharge the said burden will depend upon peculiar facts and circumstances of each 
case. It all depends on the pleadings and evidence on record. Since it is a negative 
burden, in a given case, an assertion on oath by the employee that he was unemployed, 
may be sufficient compliance in the absence of any positive material brought on record 
by the employer.”   

 
 26. Coming to the case in hand, it stands established that the petitioner was engaged as 
Security Guard by the respondent on 12-04-2012 and she worked up till 23-10-2018, when her 
services were illegally terminated by the respondent without complying with the mandatory 
provisions of the Act.  Petitioner has worked for more than six years with the respondent 
continuously as such in view of the continuous service which has been rendered by the petitioner 
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with the respondent and in view of the fact that petitioner has discharged the initial burden put on 
her to show that she is not gainfully employed anywhere and this burden has not been rebutted by 
the respondent it stands established on record that the petitioner is not gainfully employed after her 
oral termination as such she is also entitled to full back-wages  and accordingly issue No.1 is 
decided in favour of the petitioner.    
 
Issue No. 2 
 
 27. Now coming to issue No. 2, there is nothing on record that as to how this petition is not 
maintainable. The present reference petition has been sent to this Court by the appropriate 
Government for adjudication and the same is maintainable before this Court. Hence, issue No. 2 
decided against the respondent.  
 
Relief.  
 
 28. In view of my aforesaid discussion, the claim filed by the petitioner succeeds and is 
hereby allowed. The respondent company is directed to re-engage the petitioner in service from 
23.10.2018 with seniority and continuity along-with full back-wages. The payment of back-wages 
shall be payable within a period of two months from the date of announcement of this award failing 
which the same shall carry interest @ 9% per annum. The reference is answered in the aforesaid 
terms.  
 
 29.  Let a copy of this award be communicated to the appropriate Government for 
publication in the official gazette. The file after due completion be tagged with the main case file. 
 
  Announced in the open Court today on this 20th day of August, 2024. 
 

Sd/- 
    (ANUJA SOOD), 

Presiding Judge, 
Industrial Tribunal-cum- 

Labour Court, Shimla, H.P. 
 

____________ 
     
 

IN THE COURT OF ANUJA SOOD, PRESIDING JUDGE 
H.P. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, SHIMLA 

  
     Application No. :    12 of 2023 
 
     Instituted on      :    11-01-2023 
 
     Decided on         :    21-08-2024   
 
 Deepak Kumar s/o late Shri Jiwanoo Ram r/o Jiwanoo Colony, Jiwanoo Niwas Kasumpati 
Shimla-9, H.P.                  . . Petitioner.  
  

Versus 
 

 The 31 Parallel House, Shiwalik Enclave, Shimla Byepass, Panthaghatti, Shimla, H.P, 
through its General Manager.                   . . Respondent. 
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Claim petition under Section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

 
     For the petitioner      :  Ms. Pooja Sharma, Advocate  
 
     For the respondent   : ex-parte   
  

AWARD 
 

 The present claim petition has been filed by the petitioner directly before this Court under 
Section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter to be referred as the Act). 
   
 2. The case as set up by the petitioner in the statement of claim is that he was serving as 
Associate in the office of respondent since April, 2022 under employee ID 5196. He was drawing 
salary of ` 10,000/- per month as such he is a workman under the Act. Petitioner claimed that he 
fell ill and was unable to come to the office as such he sent e-mail on 28-10-2022 to the official of 
the respondent namely Mr. Ashwani, for four days leave, but on the same day he was informed by 
the office that his services have been terminated by the respondent. On 10-11-2022, petitioner sent 
another email for his full & final payment for the months of September and October, 2022 as he 
had served for ten days with the respondent in the month of October, 2022, but no reply of his 
email was given by the respondent and even no salary was paid to him. Thereafter, the petitioner 
was constrained to resign from his service on 06-10-2022. Thereafter the respondent kept the 
claimant on notice period for one month, but due severe illness  the claimant could not attend the 
office for not more than 15 days in the month of October, 2022. Respondent has not paid salary to 
the petitioner for the month of September and October. Apart from claiming salary @ 10,000/- for 
the months of September and October, 2022, It has been prayed through this application that the 
respondent be directed to pay compensation for his illegal termination and further compensation of 
50,000/- for mental harassment, financial loss and sufferings along-with interest @ 18% per 
annum. 
 
 3. Notice of this application was sent to the respondent in pursuance thereof the 
respondent contested the claim by filing reply, in which the respondent has not disputed that the 
petitioner worked with the respondent and he was drawing salary @ ` 10,000/- per month, 
however, it was denied that the petitioner fell ill on 28-10-2022. Respondent claimed that the 
petitioner was habitual absentee and was irregular and irresponsible during his service period. 
Petitioner joined the office for 19 days in September and only for 7 days in October. The HR of the 
respondent also requested the petitioner to submit his medical certificate, but the same was not 
submitted by him. The petitioner has signed a contract with the respondent at the time of his joining 
and as per the contract, if the petitioner breach the contract (leave without notice), he will not get 
salary without serving the thirty days’ notice period as such respondent is not liable to be pay salary 
as claimed by the petitioner and prayed for the rejection of his claim.  
                                
 4. Petitioner filed rejoinder and denied the averments as made in the reply. Petitioner 
specifically denied that he had only joined the office for 19 days in the month of September, 2019 
and further denied that he was irregular and irresponsible during his service period. Petitioner 
denied that there was a contract with the respondent which he had signed at the time of his joining 
and further denied that he committed any breach of such contract. He claimed that he had served 
for full month in September, 2022.  
    
 5. On the pleadings, this Court formulated the following issues on 12-05-2023:   
 
 1. Whether the respondent had not paid the salary of September & October, 2022 to the 

claimant and had illegally retrenched the services of the petitioner without complying 
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with the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is illegal and unjustified? If 
yes, what relief the petitioner is entitled to?         . . OPP. 

  
 2. Whether the claim petition is neither competent nor maintainable in the present form, 

as alleged?              . . OPR.   
 
 6.  Thereafter, the parties to the lis were directed to adduce evidence in support of the 
issues so framed.   
 
 7.  Before proceeding further, it is pertinent to mention here that when the case was listed 
for the evidence of the petitioner, respondent failed to appear before this court despite notice and 
was proceeded against ex-parte vide order dated 30-03-2024. 
 
 8.  For the reasons to be recorded hereinafter while discussing the issues for 
determination, my findings thereon are as under:— 
 
    Issue No.1 :   No. Not entitled to any relief 
 
    Issue No.2 :   No  
 
    Relief         :  Claim petition is dismissed as per Operative part  of the  

Award.  
   

REASONS FOR FINDINGS 
Issue No 1.  
 

 9. So far as the claim of the petitioner is concerned, he has filed the present application 
under Section 2-A of the Act, which reads as under: — 
 

 “2A. Dismissal, etc., of an individual workman to be deemed to be an industrial 
dispute:  

 

 (1) Where any employer discharges, dismisses, retrenches, or otherwise terminates 
the services of an individual workman, any dispute or difference between that 
workman and his employer connected with, or arising out of, such discharge, 
dismissal, retrenchment or termination shall be deemed to be an industrial 
dispute notwithstanding that no other workman nor any union of workmen is a 
party to the dispute. 

 
 (2) Notwithstanding anything contained in section l0, any such workman as is 

specified in sub-section (1) may, make an application direct to the Labour Court 
or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute referred to therein after the expiry of 
forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the Conciliation 
Officer of the appropriate Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in 
receipt of such application the Labour Court or Tribunal shall have powers and 
jurisdiction to adjudicate upon the dispute, as if it were a dispute referred to it by 
the appropriate Government in accordance with the provisions of this Act and all 
the provisions of this Act shall apply in relation to such adjudication as they apply 
in relation to an industrial dispute referred to it by the appropriate Government. 

  
 (3) The application referred to in sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court 

or Tribunal before the expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, 
retrenchment or otherwise termination of service as specified in sub-section (1)”. 
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  10. The bare perusal of above provision of law makes it clear that the provisions of Section 

2-A can be invoked by a workman/employee if he has been dismissed, discharged or 
retrenched or otherwise terminated and any dispute or difference between that 
workman and his employer connected with, or arising out of, such discharge, 
dismissal, retrenchment or termination shall be an industrial dispute under the 
aforesaid provision of law.  

     
 11. Coming to the case in hand, the case as set up by the petitioner is that he has resigned 
from his service on 06-10-2022. Through this application, the petitioner has claimed his salary for 
the month of September and salary of 10 days for the month of October, 2022, apart from claiming 
compensation for mental harassment. There is no averment in the petitioner that he had completed 
240 days in a calendar year immediately preceding 06-10-2022. Though, the petitioner has averred 
that he was constrained to resign from service and even if this Court liberally construe to word 
constrained to be forceful resignation then also to claim the benefits of Section 25-F of the Act, the 
petitioner was required to have pleaded and proved that he had completed 240 days in a calendar 
year immediately preceding to his tendering resignation, however, such evidence is clearly missing. 
As per the claim of the petitioner, he worked with the respondent from April, 2022 till month of 
October 2022. 

 
 12. Section 25-B of the Act defines “continuous service”. In terms of Sub Section (2) of 
Section 25-B ,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 preceding twelve calendar months 
prior to his alleged retrenchment. The law on this issue is well settled. In R.M. Yellatty vs. 
Assistant Executive Engineer, (2006) 1 SCC 106, it has been laid by the Hon’ble Supreme Court 
that the burden of proof is on the claimant to show that he had worked for  240  days in a given 
year.   

 
 13. 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 illegal termination, which 
as per the claim of the petitioner took place in October 2022. There is not even single averment 
made by the petitioner either in his application/ claim or in the evidence which is led by way of 
affidavit as Ex. PW-1/A that he had worked continuously for a period of 240 days in a block of 
twelve calendar months prior to the date of his termination In view of the discussion made 
hereinabove, the petitioner has not been able to convince this Court that there otherwise termination  
of service of workman or any dispute and difference between the workman and employer 
connected with or arising out of such discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or termination of the 
workman and there is no provision under Section 2-A of the Act for recovery of due wages from 
the respondent. In view of the fact that the present petition has been filed under Section 2-A, the 
relief of wages to the petitioner for the months of September & October, 2022 cannot be granted 
under this provision nor any compensation could be paid to the petitioner, in view of the fact that 
the petitioner has failed to establish “illegal retrenchment” in violation of the provisions of the Act, 
hence, issue No.1 is decided against the petitioner.  
   
Issue No.2 
 
 15. Nothing has been argued on this point nor any evidence has been led by the respondent 
and since the respondent has been proceeded against ex-parte this issue is decided against the 
respondent.  
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Relief.  
 
 16. In view of my findings on issues No.1 & 2, above, the claim filed by the petitioner fails 
and is hereby dismissed by holding that the petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed. Let a 
copy of this award be communicated to the appropriate Government for publication in the official 
gazette. The file after due completion be tagged with the main case file. 
 
 Announced in the open Court today on this 21st day of August, 2024. 
 

Sd/-  
(ANUJA SOOD), 
Presiding Judge, 

      Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
                                      Labour Court, Shimla, H.P. 

 
____________ 

 
 

IN THE COURT OF ANUJA SOOD, PRESIDING JUDGE 
H.P. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, SHIMLA, 

CAMP AT NALAGARH 
  

    Reference No.    :    78 of 2018 
 
    Instituted on      :    01-05-2018 
 
    Decided on        :    23-08-2024  
  
 Renu w/o Shri Raju, r/o Ward No. 2, Nalagarh, Tehsil Nalagarh, District Solan, H.P. 

       . . Petitioner. 
   

Versus 
 

 The  General Manager M/s Sri Niwas (Gujrat) Pvt. Ltd., Village Bagwania, P.O. Manpura, 
Tehsil Nalagarh, District Solan, H.P.           . . Respondent.  
 

Reference under Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
 
    For the petitioner      :  Shri Vishal Sharma, Advocate.  
 

    For the respondent  :  Ms. Neetu Sharma, Advocate. 
 

AWARD 
 

 The following reference was received for adjudication from the appropriate Government:  
  
 “Whether termination of the services of Smt.  Renu w/o Shri Raju, r/o Ward No.2, 

Nalagarh, Tehsil Nalagarh, District Solan, HP w.e.f. 15-05-2017 by the General 
Manager M/s Sri Niwas (Gujrat) Pvt. Ltd., Village Bagwania, P.O. Manpura, Tehsil 
Nalagarh, District Solan, H.P. without complying with the provisions of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 as alleged by the workman is legal and justified? If not, what relief 
including reinstatement, amount of back-wages, seniority, past service benefits and 
compensation the above ex-worker is entitled to from the above management?”  
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 2. The facts as emerges from the statement of claim are that the petitioner is serving as a 
Sweeper in the respondent company for the last seven years. The performance of the petitioner was 
upto the satisfaction and there was no complaint regarding her work and conduct at the relevant 
time throughout this period. One lady employee of the respondent namely Ms. Reeta, who by habit 
is a very arrogant and rude person without any reason always insulted and humiliated the petitioner 
and even addressed the petitioner by her caste name. On 24-04-2017, Ms. Reeta Devi intentionally 
insulted the petitioner by addressing the petitioner by her caste name, in front of number of 
employees to which the petitioner retorted and protested and in turn Ms. Reeta Devi pounced over 
the petitioner and during such scuffle both sustained simple injuries. Petitioner had been regularly 
complaining against Ms. Reeta Devi regarding her bad behaviour to the supervisor Shri 
Ghyanshyam and HR Manager Shri Manoj Kumar, but they never paid any heed to such complaints 
of the petitioner and advised the petitioner to go to ESI Hospital for treatment for few days. After 
completion of such treatment, the petitioner reported back for duty on 04-05-2017 and submitted 
her fitness certificate to Manager HR Shri Manoj Kumar, who made her to sit and wait for about 
three hours, but the petitioner was not called back. She was regularly reporting for duty till          
09-05-2017, but was made to sit at factory gate. On 10-05-2017 petitioner was called by              
Shri Manoj Kumar, HR Manager and he asked her if she was keen to join duty, she would have to 
give written undertaking of good behaviour in future. When petitioner expressed her inability to 
write any such undertaking being illiterate as such she was asked to put signatures on blank papers 
assuring that such undertaking would be got written from some other staff member. On that day, 
after completion of duty, the gateman conveyed her direction of the Manager HR that her services 
were no more required, as such her services have been illegally terminated in utter violation of the 
provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter to be referred as the Act). Petitioner has 
claimed that she has been illegally terminated and she has been condemned unheard without 
affording any opportunity of being heard and without following the proper procedure as neither any 
show cause notice has been issued to her nor any domestic enquiry has been conducted against her. 
Through this claim petition, the petitioner has prayed that her illegal termination dated 10-05-2017 
be set aside and she be reinstated in service with all consequential service benefits as provided 
under the Act and in alternative if the petitioner is not held entitled to reinstatement as prayed, she 
be held entitled to all benefits as provided under the Act such as un availed leave wages, 15 days 
wages for every completed year of service, bonus, gratuity and regular wages.   
       
 3. Notice of this claim was sent to the respondent, in pursuance thereof respondent 
contested the claim by filing reply. Apart from taking preliminary objection of maintainability, the 
petitioner has filed a false claim that she had served with the respondent for seven years. Petitioner 
was appointed on 02-04-2014 as unskilled worker (sweeper), and during this period, she rendered 
her services with intermittent long absence after every few days and she has never put continuous 
service as claimed. It is also alleged that the petitioner who is of quarrelsome nature even 
misbehaved with her colleagues and used to go to extent of manhandling them and some time under 
heat of the moment, she used to commit indiscipline by misbehaving with seniors, committing act 
of disobedience and used to create scenes on petty matters. Despite regular warnings she did not 
mend her ways and her behaviour became totally intolerable. On 24-04-2017 at 12:45 PM 
petitioner had open fight with Ms. Reeta Devi and there had been open exchange of abusive 
language between them which created a very awkward situation in the factory where number of 
staff members gathered and written complaint about such occurrence was made by Safai Supervisor 
Shri Ghanshyam Pandey, Shri Manoj Kumar, HR Manager and few others. Shri Ghanshyam 
Pandey was also manhandled. After 24-04-2017, petitioner proceeded on leave and again resumed 
her duty on 05-05-2017. She was called by the Manager HR for giving explanation within two days 
regarding her misconduct, but no reply was given by the petitioner. On 11-05-2017, petitioner 
confessed her acts of misbehave/misconduct vide letter dated 7-5-2017. Petitioner also tendered 
apology vide letter dated 7-5-2017. On 15-5-2018, petitioner tendered resignation and thereafter 
she never returned to duty after having left without any address for communication. Her resignation 
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was accepted on 15-5-2017 and since then the company has been waiting for her return to receive 
full & final payment. Petitioner had raised demand notice through Labour Inspector, Nalagarh 
where the management tried its best to settle the dispute but the petitioner did not come to any 
reasonable terms. Respondent prayed for the dismissal of the claim. 
     
 4. Petitioner filed rejoinder in which she denied the preliminary objections and reiterated 
the averments as made in the claim petition.  
 
 5.  On the pleadings, this Court formulated the following issues on 20-12-2019.   
 
 1. Whether the termination of the petitioner w.e.f. 15-05-2017, is voilative of the 

provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, as alleged? If so, what relief the petitioner is 
entitled to?                     . . OPP. 

 
 2. Whether the claim is not maintainable as the petitioner has not approached this Court 

with clean hands & has been working intermittently & has been of quarrelsome nature 
ever, as alleged? If so, its effect thereto?                   . . OPR. 

 
 3. Relief.  
 
 6.  Thereafter, the parties to the lis were directed to adduce evidence in support of the 
issues so framed.   
 
 7.  I have heard Ld. Counsel for the petitioner and Ld. Counsel for the respondent.  
    
 8.  For the reasons to be recorded hereinafter while discussing the issues for 
determination, my findings thereon are as under: 
 
    Issue No. 1  :  Yes 
 
    Issue No. 2       :  No  
 

    Relief    : Reference is answered in affirmative as per             
operative part of the Award.  

   
    

REASONS FOR FINDINGS 
 

Issue No.1   
 
 9.  The onus to prove issue No.1 is on the petitioner.  
 
 10.   Coming to evidence led by the petitioner, petitioner has stepped into the witness box as 
PW-1 and led her evidence by way of affidavit Ex. PW-1/A, which is just a reproduction of the 
averments as made in the petition.  
 
 11.  During cross-examination, she admitted that a quarrel took place between her and 
Reeta, Sweeper. She denied that she is of quarrelsome nature. She admitted that during the quarrel 
Sh. Manoj H.R. intervened. She denied that neither she had filed the reply to show cause notice nor 
attended her duties thereafter. She stated that she had not tendered any apology in writing. She 
denied that her service was not terminated by the respondent. She further stated that the resignation 
letter Mark-RX-1 is not bearing her signature.  
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 12. This is the entire evidence led by the petitioner. 
 
 13.  In rebuttal, respondent has examined Shri Manoj Kumar, as RW-1, who also led his 
evidence by way of affidavit Ex. RW-1/A, which is reproduction of the averments as made in the 
reply.  
 
 14.  During cross-examination, he denied that he is not authorized to appear on behalf of 
the company. He further denied that the petitioner was discharging her duty with sincerity. He also 
denied that the petitioner was subjected to beating and was abused by her co-worker Reeta Devi. 
He denied that Reeta Devi used caste remarks against the petitioner. He admitted that the petitioner 
brought the matter to the notice of H.R. He denied that she was not allowed to join her duty. He 
denied that the resignation was not tendered by the petitioner out of her freewill and the signature 
of the petitioner were obtained on blank papers. He admitted that full & final dues have not been 
paid to the petitioner. 
 
 15.  The respondent has examined Shri Ghanshyam Pandey, as RW-2, who also led his 
evidence by way of affidavit Ex. RW-2/A, which is also a reproduction of the averments as made in 
the reply. 
 
 16.  During cross-examination, he admitted that Reeta Devi had used caste remarks against 
the petitioner. Self stated that both were fighting with each other. He denied that the petitioner was 
not allowed to join her duty and resignation was not given by the petitioner out of her freewill. He 
denied that signature of the petitioner were obtained on the blank paper. He admitted that full and 
final dues have not been paid to the petitioner.  
 
 17.  This is the entire evidence led by the respondent. 
 
 18.   Coming to the case in hand the main thrust of the respondent’s case is on Ex. RW-
1/A. At the time of arguments the ld. counsel for the respondent had submitted that the petitioner 
herself has tendered resignation Ex. RW-1/A as such she cannot claim that her services were 
terminated illegally. So far the stand taken by the respondent is concerned, it is alleged that the 
petitioner had indulged into fight with one Ms. Reeta and had also misbehaved Sh. Ghanshyam 
Supervisor when he intervened. The case of the respondent is that they never terminated the 
services of the petitioner but she submitted her resignation on 15-05-2018 which was accepted by 
the respondent on the same day and respondent is ready and willing to pay her full & final due. So 
far as this plea is concerned there is nothing on record which could show that the petitioner had 
created nuisance in the factory, as no inquiry was conducted by the respondent into the alleged 
fight between petitioner and Ms. Reeta. 
 
 19.  The petitioner has claimed that she is an  illiterate lady and she sustained injuries 
during fight with Ms. Reeta Devi and had got her treatment from ESI Hospital Baddi. When she 
submitted her fitness certificate to HR Manager, she was not allowed to join her duties. On           
10-05-2017, she was called by the HR Manager who asked her to give written undertaking  of good 
behavior in future, however, petitioner expressed her inability to write any such undertaking being 
illiterate then she was made to sign blank paper on the pretext that the undertaking would be got 
written from any other staff member. The petitioner has not been cross-examined by the respondent 
on the point that she is illiterate. Moreover the signatures of the petitioner are on the left side of the 
application. There is no document or dairy register produced to establish that this resignation letter 
was anywhere entered in the records of the respondent. Apart from this there is no mention that 
who had received this resignation and who accepted the same. Had this resignation been voluntarily 
there would be some order from the respondent management for accepting this resignation and 
counter of such acceptance was also to be forwarded to the petitioner, but such evidence is clearly 
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missing. There is no evidence worths the name that acceptance of such resignation was ever 
conveyed to the petitioner. Though respondent has taken the plea that they were not having the 
address of the petitioner as such they could not contact her, but this plea cannot believed as the 
petitioner was working with the respondent for last more than six years and it cannot be presumed 
that the respondent had engaged the petitioner without inquiring about her address. Since, this is 
not know that who had received her resignation letter and on the same day who had accepted her 
resignation as such the version put forth by the petitioner that her signatures were obtained on blank 
papers appears to be plausible. Apart from that as per the plea of the respondent the resignation was 
accepted on 15-05-2017, but neither any intimation of acceptance of resignation to petitioner nor 
the legal dues have been paid to her till date. So much so the respondent has not even issued any 
letter to the petitioner, that consequent upon her resignation, she is entitled to financial benefits 
which she can collect. In the absence of any such evidence the resignation Ex. RW-1/A cannot be 
held to be voluntarily. The Hon'ble High Court of Bombay, in case titled as Shiram Swami 
Shikshan Sanstha, vs Education Officer, Zilla decided on 24 February, 1983, 1983 (85) 
Bombay Law Reporter 288, has held as under:— 
 
 “We have, therefore, to consider the question whether the employee can move the 

Tribunal under S. 9 of the Act in the case of an alleged forced resignation. The 
language used in S. 9 of the Act covers not only dismissal and removal but all forms of 
termination of service. On behalf of the petitioner, a decision of the Karnataka High 
Court in M/s. Southern Roadways Ltd., Bangalore v. Padmanabhan, (1979 Lab I.C. 
234) arising under the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, is relied upon to 
show that the phraseology "or otherwise terminates the services" covers the case of 
forced resignation and, therefore, a reference under S. 2-A read with S. 10 of the Act is 
maintainable in the case of a forced resignation. We fell that it is a well settled 
proposition of law that a forced resignation, which means a resignation not voluntarily 
given by the employee but is brought about by force, duress or in any other manner by 
the employer is by the act of the employer. In substance the contract of service comes 
to an end in such case by the action on the part of the employer. It, therefore, amounts 
to termination of service by the employer. In the decision of the Karnataka High 
Court (cited supra), the Court was considering the phraseology "otherwise terminates 
the services" used in S. 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. A similar phraseology 
is used in S. 9(1) of the Act. We are in agreement with the view taken by the 
Karnataka High Court in the decision cited supra. We are supported in this view also 
by an old decision by the Additional Judicial Commissioner in Abraham Reuben v. 
Karachi Municipality (A.I.R. 1929 Sin. 69), which has relied upon an English decision 
in Stephenson v. London Joint Stock Bank Ltd. (1903) 52 W.R. 183). We therefore, 
hold that the phraseology "whose services are otherwise terminated" used in S. 9(1) of 
the Act covers cases of forced resignation and, therefore, in such matters, an employee 
can move the Tribunal under S. 9(1) of the Act”. 

  
 20.  In the instant case since the respondent has taken the plea that the petitioner remained 
absent and she had misbehaved with her co-worker and other senior officials, the respondent 
company was duty bound to prove this fact by conducting domestic enquiry that the petitioner 
remained absent from her duties and that she misbehaved with her co-worker and senior officials of 
the company.  
 
 21.  Mere writing a letter in the shape of resignation dated 15-05-2017, without there being 
a formal acceptance to the same and communication thereof to the petitioner, the same cannot be 
treated as the resignation letter. Admittedly, full and final payment has also not made to the 
petitioner till date. The fact of the matter is that the petitioner had raised the industrial dispute with 
the Labour-cum-Conciliation Officer, after her illegal termination and vide notification dated        
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28-02-2018. The matter was referred to this Court by the appropriate Government for legal 
adjudication. Since, the resignation letter has been found by this Court to be not voluntarily given 
by the petitioner and since the acceptance thereof has not been communicated to the petitioner, it is 
to be considered that the respondent has terminated the services of the petitioner without complying 
with the mandatory provisions of the Act.  
           
 22.  The petitioner has claimed that she worked continuously with the respondent for the 
last seven years but the respondent has terminated the services of the petitioner orally. No action 
has been initiated against the petitioner by way of domestic enquiry. Before, terminating the 
services of the petitioner, it was incumbent upon the respondent to have issued notice as provided 
in Section 25-F of the Act, which reads as under:—  
 
  “No workman employed in any industry who has been in continuous service for not less 

than one year under an employer shall be retrenched by that employer until :— 
 
 (a) the workman has been given one month's notice in writing indicating the reasons for 

retrenchment and the period of notice has expired, or the workman has been paid in 
lieu of such notice, wages for the period of the notice; 

 
 (b) the workman has been paid, at the time of retrenchment, compensation which shall be 

equivalent to fifteen days' average pay for every completed year of continuous service 
or any part thereof in excess of six months; and 

 
 (c) notice in the prescribed manner is served on the appropriate Government for such 

authority as may be specified by the appropriate Government by notification in the 
Official Gazette". 

 
 23. So, in view of this enabling provision of the Act, no workman employed in any 
industry, who has been in “continuous service” for not less than one year, can be retrenched by the 
employer unless he has been given one month’s notice in writing indicating the reasons for 
retrenchment and that the period of notice has expired or the workman has been paid in lieu of such 
notice wages for the period of notice, but the respondent has not complied with the provisions of 
Section 25-F of the Act and proceeded to terminate the services of the petitioner orally as such the 
termination of the petitioner from service w.e.f. 15.05.2017 is neither legal nor justified.  
   
 24.  The other point which arises for consideration in this case is that whether there is any 
violation of Section 25-G of the ibid Act which reads as under:— 
  
 “25-G. Procedure for retrenchment.—Where any workman in an industrial establishment, 

who is a citizen of India, is to be retrenched and she belongs to a particular category of 
workmen in that establishment, in the absence of any agreement between the employer and 
the workman in this behalf, the employer shall ordinarily retrench the workman who was 
the last person to be employed in that category, unless for reasons to be recorded the 
employer retrenches any other workman”. 

 
 25.  To invoke this provision, the workman is not required to prove that he had worked for 
240 days preceding  to the date of her termination, but it is sufficient for her to plead and prove that 
while terminating her services, the employer violated the rules of “last come first go”. The 
petitioner has not made any averments in the statement of claim and also did not utter a single word 
while appearing in the witness box that who are the newly engaged persons who were junior to her 
and when they joined the respondent company. Neither there is any evidence to establish on record 
that juniors have been retained by the respondent in violation of the provisions of Sections 25-G & 



 

 

11419jkti=] fgekpy izns'k] 04 tuojh] 2025@14 ikS"k] 1946         
25-H of the Act nor there is anything on record to establish that the respondent has violated the 
principles of “last come first go”.  
 
 26.  Now, the last question which has been raised by the petitioner through this claim 
petition is that she is not only entitled for reinstatement with seniority and continuity but also for 
back-wages. The petitioner in her statement of claim has not made a single averment that she is not 
gainfully employed anywhere after her illegal termination. However, she in her evidence by way of 
affidavit Ex. PW-1/A, has deposed that since the date of her illegal termination, she is unemployed. 
It is settled that the entitlement of any employee to get re-instated does not necessarily and 
mechanically result in payment of full or partial back-wages which is independent of re-instatement 
and host of factors like the manner and method of selection and appointment, nature of appointment 
whether ad-hoc, short term, daily wage, temporary and permanent in character and length of 
service, which the workman had rendered with the employer, are required to be taken into 
consideration before passing any order for award of back-wages. This position was reiterated in 
Kanpur Electricity Supply C. Ltd. Vs. Shamim Mirza (2009) 1 SCC 20 as well as in Ritu 
Marbles Vs. Prabhankant Shukla (2010) 2 SCC 70.   
   
 27.  In the case in hand the petitioner has failed to show that she was not gainfully 
employed anywhere. In Kendriya Vidyalaya Sangathan Versus S.C. Sharma (2005) SCC 363, 
the Hon’ble Apex Court held that the question of determining the entitlement of a person to back 
wages is concerned, the employee has to show that he was not gainfully employed. The initial 
burden is on the employee to prove that.     
 
 28.  Coming to the case in hand, since the petitioner has not led any convincing evidence to 
discharge the initial burden put on her to show that she is not gainfully employed anywhere after 
her illegal termination as such she is not entitled to any back-wages  and accordingly issue No.1 is 
decided in favour of the petitioner.  
   
Issue No. 2 
 

 29.   Now coming to issue No. 2, there is nothing on record that as to how this petition is 
not maintainable as the petitioner has not approached this Court with clean hands. The present 
reference petition has been sent to this Court by the appropriate Government for adjudication and 
the same is maintainable before this Court and since the services of the petitioner have been 
illegally terminated by the respondent without following the mandatory provisions of the Act and 
that without conducting any enquiry , hence, issue No. 2 decided against the respondent.  
 

Relief.  
 

 30. In view of my aforesaid discussion, the claim filed by the petitioner succeeds and is 
hereby allowed. The respondent company is directed to re-engage the petitioner in service froth 
with from 15-05-2017 with seniority and continuity but without any back-wages. The reference is 
answered in the aforesaid terms.  
 

 31.  Let a copy of this award be communicated to the appropriate Government for 
publication in the official gazette. The file after due completion be tagged with the main case file. 
 

   Announced in the open Court today on this 23rd day of August, 2024. 
 

Sd/- 
         (ANUJA SOOD), 

Presiding Judge, 
      Industrial Tribunal-cum- 

                                      Labour Court, Shimla, H.P. 
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IN THE COURT OF ANUJA SOOD, PRESIDING JUDGE 

H.P. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, SHIMLA 
  
    Reference No.   :    19 of 2022 
 
    Instituted on     :    14-01-2022  
 
    Decided on       :    27-08-2024  
  
 Vicky Kumar, s/o Shri Kirtan Pal, r/o Village Rampurghat, P.O. Shivpur, Tehsil Paonta 
Sahib, District Sirmaur, H.P. 173025              . . Petitioner.  
 

Versus 
 
 The Occupier/ Factory Manager, M/S Vidit Healthcare Kishanpura, Tehsil Paonta Sahib, 
District Sirmaur, H.P. 173205          . . Respondent. 

 
Reference under Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 

 
    For the petitioner      :  Shri Dinender Panwar, Adv.  
 
    For the respondent      :  Shri Ashutosh Bhardwaj, Adv. 
 

AWARD 
 

 The following reference was received for adjudication from the appropriate Government:   
 
 “Whether termination of the services of Sh. Vicky Kumar, s/o Shri Kirtan Pal, r/o 

Village Rampurghat, P.O. Shivpur, Tehsil Paonta Sahib, District Sirmour, H.P. 
173025 by Occupier/ Factory Manager, M/S Vidit Healthcare Kishanpura, Tehsil 
Paonta Sahib, District Sirmour, H.P. w.e.f. 25-02-2021 without conducting domestic 
enquiry and complying with the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 as 
alleged by the workman, is legal and justified? If not, what relief including 
reinstatement of the services, seniority, amount of back wages, past service benefits 
and compensation the above aggrieved workman is entitled to from the above 
management/ employer?”  

       
 2. The case of the petitioner as emerges from the statement of claim is that the petitioner 
joined his duty as labourer in liquid filling machine (Machine Operator) on 01.08.2018. Since, then 
he was discharging his duty honestly, sincerely and diligently to the entire satisfaction of his 
superiors. Petitioner has completed 240 days in each calendar year, but on 24-02-2021, respondent 
company orally terminated the services of the petitioner by saying that he had taken leave on        
22-02-2021, without informing anyone. It is averred that the petitioner was ill on that day and on 
the next day when he joined his duty he had informed his seniors regarding his illness, despite that 
his services were terminated. Petitioner was getting salary of Rs. 14,500/- per month out of which 
PF of Rs. 1,200/- and ESI of Rs. 102/- per month was deducted by the respondent. There are more 
than 300 to 400 employees working in the respondent establishment. Many senior and junior 
persons to the petitioner are still working with the respondent. Respondent has retained Mr. Neeraj 
Kumar and Mr. Shashi Bind Yadav who are junior to the petitioner in violation of the principles of 
“last come first go”. The petitioner raised demand notice regarding his re-engagement in services. 
No retrenchment compensation has been paid to the petitioner at the time of his retrenchment nor 
any notice in writing indicating the reasons for retrenchment has been issued to the petitioner. The 
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respondent has failed to comply with the mandatory provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(hereinafter to be referred as the Act). It is prayed through this petition that respondent be directed 
to re-instate the services of the petitioner with retrospective effect along with all the consequential 
benefits, back wages and other benefits.  
 
 3. Notice of this petition was sent to the respondents, in pursuance thereof respondent 
contested the petition by filing reply, in which respondent took preliminary objections that the 
petitioner has not approached the Court with clean hand, application has been filed with malafide 
intention to abuse of process of law and same deserves to be dismissed. 
 
 4. On merits, it is admitted that the petitioner was working as Machine Operator with the 
respondent but it was denied that he was discharged his duties properly. It is claimed that petitioner 
was habitual of indiscipline. On 22-02-2021 petitioner remained absent from the work and 
respondent sought explanation from the petitioner on 24-02-2021 but he did not submit any reply 
and threatened the staff of the respondent that he will drag the respondent to the Court.  Petitioner 
created nuisance at the factory gate and threatened the staff and management of the respondent with 
dire consequences and thereafter left the premises at his own and never returned. Many warning 
letters were issued to the petitioner. It was disputed that the petitioner has completed 240 days in 
each calendar year and denied that the services of the petitioner were orally terminated. Many 
written and oral warnings were issued to him but he did not change his working style and did not 
improve. On 31-05-2019 petitioner had also submitted an apology letter when he was absent from 
duty without leave or prior information. The petitioner in fact had stopped coming to the factory on 
time since 04-01-2021 and remained absent on many occasions. Explanations were also sought 
from the petitioner vide letters dated 12-01-2021, 01-02-2021, 12-02-2021 and 24-02-2021 but no 
reply/ response was submitted by the petitioner. All admissible dues have been given to the 
petitioner. Respondent prayed that petition be dismissed. 
 
 5.  No rejoinder was filed.   
    
 6.  On the pleadings, this Court formulated the following issues on 19-11-2022.   
 
 1. Whether the termination of the services of petitioner w.e.f. 25-02-2021 by the 

respondent without complying with the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, is 
illegal and unjustified? If yes, what relief the petitioner is entitled to?        . . OPP. 

 
 2. Whether the claim petition is neither competent nor maintainable in the present form, 

as alleged?             . . OPR. 
  
 3. Relief.  
 
 7.  Thereafter, the parties to the lis were directed to adduce evidence in support of the 
issues so framed.   
 
 8.  I have heard Ld. Counsel for the petitioner and Ld. Counsel for the respondent.    
  
 9.  For the reasons to be recorded hereinafter while discussing the issues for 
determination, my findings thereon are as under: 
 
    Issue No. 1  :  Partly Yes.  
 
    Issue No. 2  :  No.   
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  Relief        :   Reference is partly answered in affirmative as per operative 

part of the Award.  
   

REASONS FOR FINDINGS 
 

Issue No. 1   
 
 10.  So far as issue no. 1 is concerned, the onus to prove the same is on the petitioner. 
Coming to evidence led by the petitioner, petitioner stepped into the witness box as PW-1 and led 
his evidence by way of affidavit Ex. PW-1/A, which is just a reproduction of the averments as 
made in the petition. He also tendered in the evidence letter dated 02-03-2021 Ex. PW-1/B. 
 
 11.  During cross-examination he denied that he remained absented from the work without 
informing the management. He further denied that he misbehaved with his co-workers inside the 
factory premises and also with the management. He further denied that he was not discharging his 
duties with sincerity and on this account the company had suffered losses. He further denied that he 
had received notices which were issued to him. Self stated that all notices have been issued after 
filing of the case. He admitted that the apology letter dated 31-05-2019, is in his own handwriting 
and bears his signatures. He further denied that he threatened the management to see them in the 
Court. He further denied that his services were not orally terminated by the respondent. 
 
 12.  This is the entire evidence led by the petitioner. 
 
 13.  In rebuttal, the respondent has examined Shri Manish Bajaj, General Manager as RW-
1, who also led his evidence by way of affidavit Ex. RW-1/A, which is also a reproduction of the 
averments as made in the reply. He also placed on record apology letter Ex. RW-1, notice Ex. R-2 
to Ex. R-5 and reply Ex. R-6. 
 
 14.  During cross-examination, he denied that Ex. RW-1/A was taken forcefully. He 
admitted that the letter Ex. R-1/A is two year old from the date of retrenchment of the petitioner. 
He denied that letters Ex. R-2 to Ex. R-5, were never issued to the petitioner however he admitted 
that there is no receipt in these letters. Self stated that petitioner had refused to accept these warning 
letters. He denied that no register post letter was issued to the petitioner and further stated that co-
workers of the petitioner had sent the warning letters to the petitioner. He admitted that no other 
notice regarding performance of petitioner and that he was habitual of indiscipline were sent to the 
petitioner. He denied that petitioner had informed his superiors about his absence on dated            
22-02-2021 vide Ex. PW-1/B. He stated that letter Ex. PW-1/B was not received by the respondent 
company. He admitted that juniors of the petitioner are still working with the respondent company. 
 
 15. The other witness examined by the respondent Sh. Deepak Kumar, who works as 
Manager, HR in the respondent company. He deposed that he has brought the attendance registered 
for the month of November, 2020 & December, 2020 as well as January, 2021 & February, 2021 
the copies of which are Ex. RW-2/A, Ex. RW-2/B, Ex. RW-2/C and Ex. RW-2/D, which are 
correct as per the original record. During cross-examination, he admitted that the petitioner was 
working since, 2017 and he worked up till 24-02-2021. 
 
 16.  This is the entire evidence led by the respondent. 
 
 17.  The factual matrix of the case is that the petitioner has taken plea that he was engaged 
by the respondent company as machine operator on 01-08-2018 and he discharged his duty as such 
till 22-02-2021. The plea taken by the petitioner is that his services were orally terminated by the 
respondent on 24-02-2021 without complying with the mandatory provisions of the Act despite the 
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fact that he had completed more than 240 days in each calendar year. Before terminating his 
services neither any notice has been given to him nor he was paid retrenchment compensation.  
Apart from this petitioner has also alleged gross violation of Sections 25-G and 25-H of the Act.  
 
 18. In the instant case admittedly the petitioner was appointed as machine operator on 
01.08.2018. The case put up by the respondent that on 22-02-2021, petitioner remained absent from 
the work and when his explanation was sought on 24-02-2021 he did not submit any reply and 
threatened the staff and created nuisance. Many written and oral warnings were issued to him but 
he did not improve. Previously also on 31-05-2019 petitioner had submitted an apology letter. 
Petitioner stopped coming to the factory on time since 04-01-2021. Explanations were sought vide 
letters dated 12-01-2021, 01-02-2021, 12-02-2021 and 24-02-2021 and thereafter petitioner himself 
left the job.  
 
 19.  Coming to apology letter Ex. R-1, the same pertains to year 2019. This letter would not 
justify the termination of the petitioner at a later stage in the year 2021. So far as notices Ex. R-2 to 
Ex. R-5 are concerned, there is nothing on record to that how these letters/ notices were sent to the 
petitioner nor there is any evidence as to who had served these letters/ notices upon the petitioner. 
Though there is report on these letters that Ex. R-2 to Ex. R-5 were not accepted by the petitioner, 
but there is nothing on record to establish that who had made these reports on Ex. R-2 to Ex. R-5. 
As per the statement of RW-1 these letters/ notices were sent to the petitioner through his co-
workers, but neither the names of such co-workers have been disclosed nor they have been 
examined by the respondent. If the evidence of RW-1 nor RW-2 is seen they have not uttered a 
single word that how letter were served upon the petitioner and who had served these letters on the 
petitioner. There is nothing on record to suggest that any letter was sent to the petitioner through 
registered post nor any postal receipt of the same has been placed on record. 
 
 20.  So far as the allegation of misbehavior and misconduct are concerned. It is admitted 
fact that the respondent has not conducting any inquiry about absence or about misconduct of the 
petitioner. The statement of the petitioner as well as statement of claim and reply establish on 
record that the petitioner had completed 240 days in each calendar year and even in the calendar 
year immediately preceding to his oral termination.  
 
 21.  Respondent though has taken the plea that the petitioner had abundant the job and he 
stopped coming to the factory on time since 04-01-2021. So far as this plea is concerned, there is 
nothing on record except the bald statement of RW-1 to establish that the petitioner had abandoned 
the job at his own. Moreover, it is well known that abandonment has to be proved by the employer 
like any other fact. Therefore, the burden of proving 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 voluntary 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.  
 
 22.  Mere statement of Shri Manish Bajaj (RW1), alleging that the workman has abandoned 
the job himself is entirely insufficient to discharge the said onus. Admittedly, no disciplinary 
proceedings were initiated against the petitioner by the respondent for his alleged willful absence 
from duty. Absence from duty is a serious misconduct and the principle of natural justice did 
require that some sort of a fact finding inquiry was to be conducted by the respondent.  Then, 
‘animus’ to abandon, it is well settled, must necessarily be shown to exist, before a case of 
abandonment can be said to have been made out. No evidence of any such ‘animus’ on the part of 
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the respondent is forthcoming in the present case. Thus, the plea of abandonment put forth by the 
respondents/employers is not established. 
 
 23. Retrenchment under Section 2 (oo) of the Act, is comprehensive enough to include all 
types of terminations of service, unless the termination falls within any of the exceptional 
categories mentioned therein. 
 
 24.  The petitioner has claimed that he worked continuously as such till 22-02-2021, but the 
respondent has terminated the services of the petitioner orally. Before, terminating the services of 
the petitioner, it was incumbent upon the respondent to have issued notice as provided in Section 
25-F of the Act, which reads as under:—  
 
 “No workman employed in any industry who has been in continuous service for not less 

than one year under an employer shall be retrenched by that employer until :— 
 
 (a) the workman has been given one month's notice in writing indicating the reasons for 

retrenchment and the period of notice has expired, or the workman has been paid in 
lieu of such notice, wages for the period of the notice; 

 
 (b) the workman has been paid, at the time of retrenchment, compensation which shall be 

equivalent to fifteen days' average pay for every completed year of continuous service 
or any part thereof in excess of six months; and 

 
 (c) notice in the prescribed manner is served on the appropriate Government for such 

authority as may be specified by the appropriate Government by notification in the 
Official Gazette". 

 
 25. So, in view of this enabling provision of the Act, no workman employed in any 
industry, who has been in “continuous service” for not less than one year, can be retrenched by the 
employer unless she/he has been given one month’s notice in writing indicating the reasons for 
retrenchment and that the period of notice has expired or the workman has been paid in lieu of such 
notice, wages for the period of notice, but the respondent has not complied with the provisions of 
Section 25-F of the Act and proceeded to terminate the services of the petitioner orally as such the 
termination of the petitioner from service w.e.f. 25-02-2021 is neither legal nor justified.  
   
 26. The other point which arises for consideration in this case is that whether there is any 
violation of Section 25-G of the ibid Act which reads as under: — 
 
 “25-G. Procedure for retrenchment.—Where any workman in an industrial establishment, 

who is a citizen of India, is to be retrenched and she belongs to a particular category of 
workmen in that establishment, in the absence of any agreement between the employer and 
the workman in this behalf, the employer shall ordinarily retrench the workman who was 
the last person to be employed in that category, unless for reasons to be recorded the 
employer retrenches any other workman”. 

 
 27. Coming to the case in hand, the petitioner has claimed that the junior person to him are 
still working. He also named such person in the statement of claim and his affidavit Ex. PW-1/A. 
Respondent has not refuted these allegations categorically. RW-1 during cross-examination 
admitted this fact that junior of the petitioner are still working which establish on record that there 
is violation of Section 25-G of the Act, as the respondent have violated the principle of “first come 
last go”. 
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 28. Now, the last question which has been raised by the petitioner through this claim 
petition is that he is entitled for reinstatement not only with seniority and continuity but also with 
back-wages, however, while filing the claim or by leading evidence he has not made any averments 
that he is not gainfully employed anywhere after his illegal termination.  
 
 29. It is settled that the entitlement of any employee to get re-instated does not necessarily 
and mechanically result in payment of full or partial back-wages which is independent of re-
instatement and host of factors like the manner and method of selection and appointment, nature of 
appointment whether ad-hoc, short term, daily wage, temporary and permanent in character and 
length of service, which the workman had rendered with the employer, are required to be taken into 
consideration before passing any order for award of back-wages. This position was reiterated in 
Kanpur Electricity Supply C. Ltd. Vs. Shamim Mirza (2009) 1 SCC 20 as well as in Ritu 
Marbles Vs. Prabhankant Shukla (2010) 2 SCC 70.   

   
 30.  In the case in hand the petitioner has not shown that he was not gainfully employed 
anywhere. In Kendriya Vidyalaya Sangathan Versus S.C. Sharma (2005) SCC 363, the Hon’ble 
Apex Court held that in question of determining the entitlement of a person to back wages, the 
employee has to show that he was not gainfully employed. The initial burden is on the employee to 
prove that. The Hon’ble Apex Court in National Gandhi Musuem Vs. Sudhir Sharma (2-21) 12 
SCC 439 has considered this aspect and held as under:—  

 
 “Whether an employee after dismissal from service was gainfully employed is 

something, which is within his special knowledge. Considering the principle 
incorporated in Section 106 of the Indian Evidence Act, the initial burden is on the 
employee to come out with the case that he was not gainfully employed after the order 
of termination. It is a negative burden, however, in what manner the employee can 
discharge the said burden will depend upon peculiar facts and circumstances of each 
case. It all depends on the pleadings and evidence on record. Since it is a negative 
burden, in a given case, an assertion on oath by the employee that he was unemployed, 
may be sufficient compliance in the absence of any positive material brought on record 
by the employer.”   

 
 31. Coming to the case in hand, since the petitioner has failed to discharged the initial 
burden put on him to show that he is not gainfully employed anywhere after his illegal termination 
as such he is not entitled to back-wages and accordingly issue No.1 is decided partly in favour of 
the petitioner.      

 
Issue No. 2 

 
 32. Now coming to issue No. 2, there is nothing on record that as to how this petition is not 
maintainable. The present reference petition has been sent to this Court by the appropriate 
Government for adjudication and the same is maintainable before this Court. Hence, issue No. 2 
decided against the respondent.  
 
Relief.  
 
 33. In view of my aforesaid discussion, the claim filed by the petitioner succeeds and is 
hereby partly allowed. The respondent company is directed to re-engage the petitioner in service 
since 24-02-2021 with seniority and continuity but without any back-wages. The reference is 
answered in the aforesaid terms.  
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 34.  Let a copy of this award be communicated to the appropriate Government for 
publication in the official gazette. The file after due completion be tagged with the main case file. 
 
 Announced in the open Court today on this 27th day of August, 2024. 
 

Sd/- 
         (ANUJA SOOD), 

Presiding Judge, 
      Industrial Tribunal-cum- 

                                       Labour Court, Shimla, H.P. 
 

___________ 
 
 

BEFORE ANUJA SOOD, PRESIDING JUDGE, HP INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-
LABOUR COURT, SHIMLA  

  
    Reference Number   :    62 of 2023 
 
    Instituted on      :    08-05-2023  
 
    Decided on         :    28-08-2024  
 
 Suresh Kumar, s/o Sh. Kamal Chand, r/o Village Shilly, P.O. Pulbahal, Tehsil Chopal, 
District Shimla, H.P.                . . Petitioner.  
 

Versus 
 

 1. The Managing Director, M/S Cliff Security Services Pvt. Ltd. C/O 555, 5th Floor, 
Cloud-9, Plot No. RC1/2, Sector-1, Vaishali Ghaziabad-201010. 
 
 2. The Managing Director, Trent having corporate address, Trent House, G-Block, Plot 
No. C-60, Beside CITI Bank, Badra-Kurla Complex, Bandra (East), Mumbai-400051. 
 
 3. The Managing Westside, Trent Ltd. Anand Complex, The Mall Shimla, H.P. 

. . Respondents. 
  

Reference under Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
 
    For the Petitioner         :   Nemo.  
 
    For Respondent No. 1         : Sh. Ravi Shankar, AR   
    
    For Respondents no. 2 & 3 :   Sh. Mukesh Sharma, Adv. 
 

AWARD 
 
 The reference given below has been received from the appropriate Government for 
adjudication:— 
 
 “Whether the transfer qua termination of Sh. Suresh Kumar, s/o Sh. Kamal Chand, r/o 

Village Shilly, P.O. Pulbahal, Tehsil Chopal, District Shimla, H.P. from Shimla to Zirakpur 
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Zudio by the employers i.e. (i) the Managing Director, M/S Cliff Security Services Pvt. Ltd. 
C/O 555, 5th Floor, Cloud-9, Plot No. RC1/2, Sector-1, Vaishali Ghaziabad-201010 (ii) The 
Managing Director, Trent having corporate address, Trent House, G-Block, Plot No. C-60, 
Beside CITI Bank, Badra-Kurla Complex, Bandra (East), Mumbai-400051 (iii) The 
Managing Westside, Trent Ltd. Anand Complex, The Mall Shimla, H.P. without complying 
with the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is legal and justified. If not, what 
service benefit and compensation the aggrieved workman is entitled to from the above 
employer?” 

 
 2. The case was listed for appearance of the parties for today but, however, neither the 
petitioner nor any counsel on his behalf has put in appearance before this Tribunal, despite the case 
being called several times since morning. Hence, despite due notice of the date of hearing, the 
workman/petitioner has remained ex parte.  
 
 3. It will be apt at this stage to take note of the relevant provisions of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred to as ‘the Act’ for brevity sake). Section 2 (b) of the Act 
defines the Award as under:— 
 
 “(b) “award” means an interim or a final determination of any industrial dispute or of any 

question relating thereto by any Labour Court, Industrial Tribunal or National 
Industrial Tribunal and includes an arbitration award made under Section 10A;”. 

 
 4. Sub-Section (1) of Section 11 of the Act provides that subject to any rules that may be 
made in this behalf, an arbitrator, a Board, Court, Labour Court, Tribunal or National Tribunal shall 
follow such procedure as the arbitrator or other authority concerned may think it fit. The Central 
Government has framed rules called “The Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957.” Rule 10-B (9) 
reads thus:— 
 
 “10-B (9) In case any party defaults or fails to appear at any stage the Labour Court, 

Tribunal, or National Tribunal, as the case may be, may proceed with the reference ex-
parte and decide the reference application in the absence of the defaulting party.” 

 
 5. Rule 22 reads thus:— 
 
 “Board, Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator may proceed ex-

parte.- If without sufficient cause being shown, any party to the proceeding before a Board, 
Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator fails to attend or to be 
represented, the Board, Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator 
may proceed, as if the party had duly attended or had been represented.” 

  
 6. The State of Himachal Pradesh has also framed rules called “The Industrial Disputes 
Rules, 1974.” Rule 25 thereof reads thus:— 
 
 “Board, Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator may proceed ex-

parte.- If without sufficient cause being shown, any party to the proceeding before a Board, 
Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator fails to attend or to be 
represented, the Board, Court, Labour Court, Tribunal, National Tribunal or Arbitrator 
may proceed, as if the party had duly attended or had been represented.”  

 
 7. Rule 22 of the Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957 and Rule 25 of the Industrial 
Disputes Rules, 1974 authorize the adjudicating authority to proceed in the absence of a party. It 
creates a fiction which enables the Tribunal to presume that all the parties are present before it 
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although, infact, it is not true, and thus make an ex parte award. This Tribunal in these 
circumstances has to imagine that the absentee workman is present and having done so, can give 
full effect to its imagination and carry it to its logical end. Under Rule 25, this Tribunal, thus, has to 
imagine that the workman is present, he is unwilling to file the statement of claim, adduce evidence 
or argue his case.  
 
 8. In the instant case, neither the workman nor any counsel on his behalf has put in 
appearance before this Tribunal today. In these circumstances, the Tribunal can proceed and pass  
ex parte award on its merits.  
  
 9. As per the reference, it was required of the petitioner to prove on record that the 
termination of his services w.e.f. 01-07-2022 (as mentioned in the statement of claim) was without 
complying with the provisions of the Act and, thus, illegal and unjustified. However, there is no 
evidence to this effect on record on the part of the petitioner/workman. There is nothing on record 
to establish that, services of the petitioner were terminated illegally by the respondent on             
01-07-2022. At the risk of repetition it is reiterated that the petitioner/workman has not put in 
appearance before this Tribunal. In this view of the matter, the petitioner is not entitled to any 
relief. Accordingly, this reference is answered in the negative. Parties to bear their own costs.  
 
 10. The reference is answered in the aforesaid terms.  
 
 11. A copy of this Award be sent to the appropriate Government for necessary action at its 
end and the file after due completion be consigned to the Record Room.  
 
 Announced in the open Court today this 28th day of August, 2024.   
 

                                                                   Sd/- 
                                                                 (ANUJA SOOD), 

       Presiding Judge, 
Labour Court-cum-Industrial  

    Tribunal, Shimla, H.P. 
 

____________ 
 

 
In the Court of  Tehsildar-cum-Executive  Magistrate, Dhatwal at Bijhari, 

 Distt. Hamirpur (H.P.) 
 

In the matter of : 
 

Dev Raj 
 

Versus 
 

General Public 
 

Notice to General Public. 
 

 Dev Raj s/o Sh. Chakhu Ram, r/o Village Samaila, P.O. Maharal, Tehsil Dhatwal at Bijhari, 
Distt. Hamirpur (H.P.) has applied in this office for the entry of his date of birth which has taken 
place on 20-05-1964 but due to ignorance the same could not be entered in the record of Gram 
Panchayat Samaila. The applicant in support of the facts of the event has submitted the requisite 
documents and the same have been perused accordingly.  



 

 

11429jkti=] fgekpy izns'k] 04 tuojh] 2025@14 ikS"k] 1946         
 General public is hereby informed through this notice that if anyone has any objection 
regarding the entry of date of birth of the applicant i.e. 20-05-1964, they can either in person or 
through counsel can file their objections before the undersigned within 30 days from the issue of 
this publication, otherwise the matter shall be proceeded further accordingly. 
 
 Issued under my hand and seal of the court on 18-12-2024. 
 
Seal.    Sd/- 

   Executive  Magistrate, 
   Dhatwal at Bijhari, District Hamirpur (H.P.). 

 
__________ 

 
In the Court of Tehsildar-cum-Executive  Magistrate, Dhatwal at Bijhari, 

 Distt. Hamirpur (H.P.) 
 

In the matter of : 
 

Sudesh Kumari 
 

Versus 
 

General Public 
 

Notice to General Public. 
 
 Sudesh Kumari d/o Sh. Lekh Ram, r/o Village Buthan Badgraian, Tehsil Dhatwal at Bijhari, 
Distt. Hamirpur (H.P.) has applied in this office for the entry of her date of birth which has taken 
place on 22-01-1974 but due to ignorance the same could not be entered in the record of Gram 
Panchayat Railly. The applicant in support of the facts of the event has submitted the requisite 
documents and the same have been perused accordingly.  
 
 General public is hereby informed through this notice that if anyone has any objection 
regarding the entry of date of birth of the applicant i.e. 22-01-1974, they can either in person or 
through counsel can file their objections before the undersigned within 30 days from the issue of 
this publication, otherwise the matter shall be proceeded further accordingly. 
 
 Issued under my hand and seal of the court on 10-12-2024. 
 
Seal.    Sd/- 

   Executive  Magistrate, 
   Dhatwal at Bijhari, District Hamirpur (H.P.). 

 
__________ 

 
 
 

In the Court of Sh. Shashi Pal Sharma, H.A.S., Marriage Officer-cum-Sub-Divisional 
Magistrate, Bhoranj, Distt. Hamirpur, Himachal Pradesh 

 
 1. Anil Kumar s/o Sh. Vinod Kumar, Village Thara, P.O. Mundkhar, Tehsil Bhoranj, 
Distt. Hamirpur (H.P.) aged 33 years old. 
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 2. Mamta Kumari d/o Charku Kerta, Gumla Nagar, Chas Bokaro Jharkhand aged  
38 years old.  
 

Versus 
 

General Public 
 
 Anil Kumar s/o Sh. Vinod Kumar, Village Thara, P.O. Mundkhar, Tehsil Bhoranj, Distt. 
Hamirpur (H.P.) aged 33 years & Mamta Kumari d/o Charku Kerta, Gumla Nagar, Chas Bokaro 
Jharkhand aged 38 years old.  have filed an application alongwith affidavits in this court under 
section 16 of Special Marriage Act, 1954 (Central Act) as amended by the Marriage Laws 
(Amendment Act 01, 49 of 2001) that they have solemnized their marriage ceremony at Mata 
Awah Devi Mandir on dated 06-11-2024 as per Hindu Rites and Customs 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 objections regarding this marriage can file the objections personally or in writing before 
this court on or before 27-01-2025. After that no objections will be entertained and marriage will be 
registered accordingly. 
 
 Issued today on 17-12-2024 under my hand and seal of the court. 
 
Seal.    Sd/- 

   Marriage Officer-cum-Sub-Divisional Magistrate, 
 Bhoranj, Distt. Hamirpur  (H.P.). 

 

 

__________ 
 

 
In the Court of Sh. Shashi Pal Sharma, H.A.S., Marriage Officer-cum-Sub-Divisional 

 Magistrate, Bhoranj, Distt. Hamirpur, Himachal Pradesh 
 

 1. Sanjay Kumar s/o Jagdish Chand, Village Kakkar, P.O. Chandruhi,  Tehsil Bhoranj, 
Distt. Hamirpur (H.P.) aged 36 years old. 

 
 2. Anita Kumari d/o Gulab Singh, Village Upper Manwana, P.O. Khudla, Tehsil 
Baldwara, District Mandi (H.P.) 35 years old.  
 

Versus 
 

General Public 
Subject.— Notice of intended Marriage.  
 

 Sanjay Kumar & Anita Kumari have filed an application u/s of Special Marriage Act, 1954 
alongwith affidavits and supporting documents in the Court of undersigned in which they have 
stated that they intend to solemnize their marriage within next three calendar months. 
 
 Therefore, the general public is hereby informed through this notice that any person having 
any objection regarding this marriage, may file the objections personally or in writing before this 
Court on or before 27-01-2025. In case no objection is received by 27-01-2025, it will be presumed 
that there is no objection to the registration of the above said marriage and the same will be 
registered accordingly.  
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 Issued today on 17-12-2024 under my hand and seal of the court.  
 
Seal.   Sd/- 
   Marriage Officer-cum-Sub-Divisional Magistrate, 
   Bhoranj, Distt. Hamirpur (H.P.). 

 
 
 

__________ 
 

c vnkyr mi&e.My n.Mkkf/kdkjh] Hkksjat] ftyk gehjiqj ¼fg0iz0½ 
 
 1- v'ouh dqekj iq= Jh cyohj flag] xkao jksgha] Mk0 f?kjoha] rglhy Hkksjat] ftyk gehjiqj  
¼fg0 iz0½A 
 
 2- vuq dqekjh iq=h Jh lqjsUnz dqekj] xkao xlksrk] Mkd?kj cksguh] rglhy o ftyk gehjiqj  
¼fg0 iz0½   - - izkFkhZx.kA 
 

cuke 
 

 vke turk - -izfroknhA 
  
 

fo"k;-&& fookg iathdj.k v/khu /kkjk 8¼4½ fookg iathdj.k vf/kfu;e] 1996 ds v/khu ntZ djokus ckjsA  
 
 mijksDr fo"k; ds lUnHkZ esa izkFkhZx.k us fnukad 26&10&2024 dks vkil esa fgUnq jhfr&fjoktksa ds 
vuqlkj fookg fd;k gS ysfdu fdlh dkj.ko'k og xzzke iapk;r jksgha] rglhy Hkksjat esa ntZ ugha gks ldkA 
izkFkhZx.k vc bl fookg dks xzke iapk;r jksgha esa ntZ djokuk pkgrs gSaA vr% bl b'rgkj }kjk vke turk 
dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd bl fookg iathdj.k ckjs fdlh dks dksbZ mtj@,rjkt gks og vlkyru@ 
odkyru gkftj gksdj fnukad 27&01&2025 rd ,rjkt is'k dj ldrk gSA gkftj u vkus dh lwjr esa 
,drjQk dk;Zokgh vey esa ykbZ tkdj vkxkeh dk;Zokgh dh tk,xhA mlds ckn dk mtj tsjs lek;r u 
gksxkA 
 
 vkt fnukad 18&12&2024 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr ls tkjh gqvkA 
 
eksgjA    gLrk{kfjr@& 

mi&e.My n.Mkf/kdkjh ,oa fookg iathdj.k vf/kdkjh]  
 Hkksjat] ftyk gehjiqj ¼fg0iz0½A 

 
&&&&&&&& 

 
In the Court of Sh. Sanjeet Singh, HAS, Marriage Officer-cum-Sub Divisional Magistrate, 

Hamirpur, District Hamirpur (H.P.) 
 

In the matter of : 
 
 1. Sh. Anil Parmar  aged 29 years s/o Shri Dharam Singh, r/o Village & P.O. Barara, 
Tehsil Bamson at Tauni Devi, District Hamirpur (H.P.).  
 
 2. Ms. Sushma Tamang aged 24 years d/o Sh. Nare Tamang, r/o Thangpalkot, 04 
Panchpokhari Thangpal, Sindhupal Chowk, District Kathmandu, Nepal.  
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Versus 

 
General Public 

 
Subject.— Notice for Registration of  Marriage.  
 
 Sh. Anil Parmar  & Ms. Sushma Tamang have filed an application u/s 15 & 16 of Special 
Marriage Act, 1954 alongwith affidavits and supporting documents in the court of undersigned 
stating therein that they have solemnized their marriage  on 11-12-2024 as per Hindu ritual and 
customs.  
 
 Therefore, the general public is hereby informed through this notice that if any person 
having any objection regarding this marriage, may file his/her objections personally or in writing 
before this court on or before 24-02-2025. In case no objection is received by 24-02-2025, it will be 
presumed that there is no objection to the registration of the above said marriage and the same will 
be registered accordingly. 
 
 Issued under my hand and seal of the court on 23-12-2024. 
 
Seal.   Sd/- 

 

 Marriage Officer-cum-SDM, 
Sub-Division  Hamirpur (H.P.). 

 
 

___________ 
 
In the Court of  Dr. Rohit  Sharma, H.A.S., Marriage Officer-cum-Sub-Divisional Magistrate, 

Sujanpur, Distt. Hamirpur (H. P.) 
 

In the matter of : 
 
 1. Pawan Kumar age 60 years s/o Sh. Gain Chand, r/o Village Bari, P.O. Karot, Tehsil 
Sujanpur, District Hamirpur (H.P.). 
 
 2. Santosh Kumari age 56 years d/o Sh. Braham Chand, r/o Village Dadwal, P.O. Boohni, 
Tehsil Nadaun, Distt. Hamirpur, H.P.  . . Applicant. 
 

Versus 
 

  The General Public                                                                                            . . Respondent. 
 

Application for the registration of marriage under section 16 of Special Marriage Act, 1954 
(Central Act) as amended by Marriage Laws (Amendment Act 01, 49 of 2001). 
  
 Pawan Kumar age 60 years s/o Sh. Gain Chand, r/o Village Bari, P.O. Karot, Tehsil 
Sujanpur, District Hamirpur (H.P.) and Santosh Kumari age 56 years d/o Sh. Braham Chand, r/o 
Village Dadwal, P.O. Boohni, Tehsil Nadaun, Distt. Hamirpur, H.P. have filed an application 
alongwith affidavits  in this court under section 16 of Special Marriage Act, 1954 (Central Act) as 
amended by the Marriage Laws (Amendment Act 01, 49 of 2001) that they have solemnized their 
marriage ceremony on 08-03-1988 in their complex at Village Dadwal, P.O. Boohni, Tehsil 
Nadaun, District Hamirpur H.P. as per Hindu rites and customs 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 objections regarding  this marriage can file the objections personally or in writing before 
this court on or before 20-01-2025. After that no objections  will be entertained and marriage  will 
be registered accordingly. 
 
 Issued today on 19-12-2024 under my hand and seal of the court. 
 
Seal.   Sd/- 
   Marriage Officer-cum-Sub-Divisional Magistrate, 
   Sujanpur, Distt. Hamirpur  (H.P.). 

 
 

 

__________ 
 

 
c vnkyr Jh pSu jke] dk;Zdkjh n.Mkf/kdkjh] mi&rglhy Vkijh]  

ftyk fdUukSj ¼fg0iz0½&172 104 
   
 foeyk nsoh iq=h 'ksj flag] xkao o Mk0 jkeuh] mi&rglhy Vkijh] ftyk fdUukSj ¼fg0iz0½ 
     - - izkfFkZ;kA 
 

cuke 
 

 vke turk   - - Qjhdnks;eA 
 
 izkFkZuk&i= tsjs /kkjk 13¼3½ tUe ,oa e`R;q iathdj.k vf/kfu;e] 1969 ds vUrxZr xzke iapk;r 

jkeuh esa tUe iathdj.k djus ckjsA 

 
 izkfFkZ;k foeyk nsoh iq=h 'ksj flag] xkao o Mk0 jkeuh] mi&rglhy Vkijh] ftyk fdUukSj ¼fg0iz0½ 
dk ,d izkFkZuk&i= rglhynkj fupkj fLFkr Hkkokuxj ds ek/;e ls izkIr gqvk gSA izkIr izkFkZuk&i= ckcr 
xzke iapk;r jkeuh ds tUe jftLVj esa tUe ,oa e`R;q iathdj.k vf/kfu;e] 1969 dh /kkjk 13¼3½ ds rgr 
izkfFkZ;k us viuh tUe frfFk ntZ djus ckjs xqtkjk gSA izkfFkZ;k dk tUe fnukad 01&07&1965 dks gqvk gS 
ysfdu xzke iapk;r jkeuh ds tUe ,oa e`R;q jftLVj esa iathdj.k djokuk NwV x;k gSA izkfFkZ;k us fuosnu 
fd;k gS fd mldh tUe frfFk 01&07&1965 dks xzke iapk;r jkeuh esa iathdj.k djus ds vkns'k fn, 
tk,aA  
 
 
 vr% loZlk/kkj.k dks bl b'rgkj ds ek/;e ls lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd ;fn fdlh O;fDr dks 
izkfFkZ;k ds tUe iathdj.k djus ckjk dksbZ mtj o ,rjkt gks rks og fnukad 10&01&2025 dks izkr% 10-00 
cts rd vlkyru ;k odkyru gkftj gksdj viuk mtj ,oa ,rjkt fyf[kr :i esa is'k djs vU;Fkk 
izkfFkZ;k dh tUe frfFk iathÑr djus ckjk vkns'k ikfjr dj fn, tk,axsA blds mijkUr dksbZ Hkh mtj o 
,rjkt dkfcys lek;r u gksxkA  
 
 
 vkt fnukad 10&12&2024 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh fd;k x;kA 
 
 
eksgjA    gLrk{kfjr@& 

dk;Zdkjh n.Mkf/kdkjh]  
mi&rglhy Vkijh] ftyk fdUukSj ¼fg0iz0½A 
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c vnkyr Jh pSu jke] dk;Zdkjh n.Mkf/kdkjh] mi&rglhy Vkijh]  

ftyk fdUukSj ¼fg0iz0½ 
   
 bUnzk nsoh iq=h j.k/khj flag] fuoklh xzke o Mk0 pxko] mi&rglhy Vkijh] ftyk fdUukSj ¼fg0iz0½ 
     - - izkfFkZ;kA 
 

cuke 
 

 vke turk   - - Qjhdnks;eA 
 
 izkFkZuk&i= tsjs /kkjk 13¼3½ tUe ,oa e`R;q iathdj.k vf/kfu;e] 1969 ds vUrxZr xzke iapk;r 

pxko esa tUe iathdj.k djus ckjsA 
 
 izkfFkZ;k bUnzk nsoh iq=h j.k/khj flag] fuoklh xzke o Mk0 pxko] mi&rglhy Vkijh] ftyk fdUukSj 
¼fg0iz0½ dk ,d izkFkZuk&i= xzke iapk;r pxko] rglhynkj fupkj fLFkr Hkkokuxj ds ek/;e ls izkIr gqvk 
gSA izkIr izkFkZuk&i= ckcr xzke iapk;r pxko ds tUe jftLVj esa tUe ,oa e`R;q iathdj.k vf/kfu;e] 
1969 dh /kkjk 13¼3½ ds rgr bUnzk nsoh us viuh tUe frfFk ntZ djus ckjs xqtkjk gSA izkfFkZ;k dk tUe 
fnukad 04&03&1978 dks gqvk gS ysfdu xzke iapk;r pxko ds tUe ,oa e`R;q jftLVj esa iathdj.k 
djokuk NwV x;k gSA izkfFkZ;k us fuosnu fd;k gS fd mldh tUe frfFk 04&03&1978 dks xzke iapk;r 
pxko esa iathdj.k djus ds vkns'k fn, tk,aA  
 
 vr% loZlk/kkj.k dks bl b'rgkj ds ek/;e ls lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd ;fn fdlh O;fDr dks 
izkfFkZ;k ds tUe iathdj.k djus ckjk dksbZ mtj o ,rjkt gks rks og fnukad 13&01&2025 dks izkr% 10-00 
cts rd vlkyru ;k odkyru gkftj gksdj viuk mtj ,oa ,rjkt fyf[kr :i esa is'k djs vU;Fkk 
izkfFkZ;k dh tUe frfFk iathÑr djus ckjk vkns'k ikfjr dj fn, tk,axsA blds mijkUr dksbZ Hkh mtj o 
,rjkt dkfcys lek;r u gksxkA  
 
 vkt fnukad 13&12&2024 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh fd;k x;kA 
 
eksgjA    gLrk{kfjr@& 

dk;Zdkjh n.Mkf/kdkjh]  
mi&rglhy Vkijh] ftyk fdUukSj ¼fg0iz0½A 

 
 

&&&&&&&& 

 
c vnkyr Jh pSu jke] dk;Zdkjh n.Mkf/kdkjh] mi&rglhy Vkijh]  

ftyk fdUukSj ¼fg0iz0½&172 104 
   
 Jh yNeh uUn iq= nsok pUn] fuoklh xzke iwuxa] mi&rglhy Vkijh] ftyk fdUukSj ¼fg0iz0½A   
    - - izkFkhZA 

cuke 
 

 vke turk   - - Qjhdnks;eA 
 
fo"k;-&&muoku eqdíek nj[okLr v/khu /kkjk 13¼3½ tUe ,oa e`R;q vf/kfu;e] 1969-  
 
 Jh yNeh uUn iq= nsok pUn] fuoklh xzke iwuxa] mi&rglhy Vkijh] ftyk fdUukSj ¼fg0iz0½ 
izkFkZuk&i= rglhynkj fupkj fLFkr Hkkckuxj }kjk bl vnkyr esa 'kiFk i= lfgr izkIr gqvk gSA izkIr 
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izkFkZuk&i= ckcr xzke iapk;r jkeuh ds tUe jftLVj esa tUe ,oa e`R;q iathdj.k vf/kfu;e 1969 dh 
/kkjk 13¼3½ ds rgr izkFkhZ us viuh tUe frfFk ntZ djus ckjs xqtkjk gS ftlesa izkFkhZ us viuk tUe 
01&07&1974 gksuk crk;k gS tksfd xzke iapk;r jkeuh ds tUe ,oa e`R;q jftLVj esa iathdj.k djokuk 
NwV x;k gSA izkFkhZ us viuh tUe frfFk 01&07&1974 dks xzke iapk;r jkeuh esa iathdj.k djus ckjs 
vkosnu fd;k gSA 
 
 vr% loZlk/kkj.k dks bl b'rgkj ds ek/;e ls lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd ;fn xzke iapk;r jkeuh 
ds fjdkMZ esa Jh yNeh uUn dh tUe frfFk 01&07&1974 ntZ fd, tkus ij fdlh Hkh izdkj dk dksbZ 
mtj@,rjkt gks rks rkjh[k is'kh fnukad 10&01&2025 izkr% 10-00 cts rd ;k blls iwoZ viuk ,tj ,oa 
,rjkt bl vnkyr esa vlkyru ;k odkyru gkftj gksdj fyf[kr :i esa is'k djsA ;fn mDr vof/k 
rd dksbZ mtj o ,rjkt is'k ugha gqvk rks Jh yNeh uUn dh tUe frfFk 01&07&1974 xzke iapk;r 
jkeuh ds vfHkys[k esa ntZ djus ds vkns'k tkjh fd;s tk,axsA blds mijkUr dksbZ Hkh mtj o ,rjkt 
dkfcys lek;r u gksxkA 
 
 vkt fnukad 10&12&2024 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj lfgr vnkyr ls tkjh gqvkA 
 

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

mi&rglhy Vkijh] ftyk fdUukSj ¼fg0iz0½A 
 

&&&&&&&& 
 
 

le{k rglhynkj ,oa lgk;d lekgrkZ izFke Js.kh] yMHkM+ksy]  
ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0iz0½ 

 
fely ua0 % 191@2024 rkjh[k ejtqvk % 19&12&2024  rkjh[k is'kh % 09&01&2025 
 

 Jh uhye dqekj iq= Jh jlhy flag iq= Hkxr] fuoklh egky clkyu] Mk0 djlky] rglhy 
yMHkM+ksy] ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0iz0½A   - - izkFkhZA 
 
 

cuke 
 
 

 vke turk - - Qjhdnks;eA 
 
nj[okLr ckcr uke nq#LrhA 
 

 

 Jh uhye dqekj iq= Jh jlhy flag iq= Hkxr] fuoklh egky clkyu] Mk0 djlky] rglhy 
yMHkM+ksy] ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0iz0½ us vnkyr esa fnukad 19&12&2024 dks izkFkZuk&i= izLrqr djrs gq, vius 
izkFkZuk&i= esa fuosnu fd;k gS fd izkFkhZ  ds firk dk okLrfod uke jlhy flag gS] ijUrq izkFkhZ ds firk 
dk uke jktLo vfHkys[k egky clkyu esa jlhyk ntZ gks pqdk gS] tksfd xyr ntZ gqvk gSA izkFkhZ us vius 
izkFkZuk&i= ds leFkZu eas vokgu i= ryckuk] udy 'ktjk uLc] Lo&?kks"k.kk i=] ifjokj udy] f'k{kk 
izek.k&i=] e`R;q izek.k&i= o vk/kkj dkMZ lkFk layXu dj j[ks gSaA vc izkFkhZ us vius firk ds uke dh 
nq#Lrh ds vkns'k ikfjr djus gsrq vkxzg fd;k gSA 

 
 vr% bl b'rgkj ds ek/;e ls loZlk/kkj.k vke turk dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd fdlh Hkh 
O;fDr dks jktLo vfHkys[k egky clkyu esa izkFkhZ ds firk dk uke jlhyk ds LFkku ij jlhyk miuke 
jlhy flag iq= Hkxr] fuoklh egky clkyu] Mk0 djlky] rglhy yMHkM+ksy] ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0iz0½ ds 
uke nq#Lrh djus ckjs dksbZ mtj@,rjkt gks rks og vlkyru ;k odkyru rkjh[k is'kh 09&01&2025 
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dks 10-00 cts bl vnkyr esa gkftj gksdj viuk mtj@,rjkt is'k dj ldrk gS clwjr xSj&gkftjh 
,drjQk dk;Zokgh vey esa ykbZ tk,xh vkSj uke nq#Lrh ntZ djus ds vkns'k ikfjr dj fn, tk,axsA 
 

 ;g b'rgkj vkt fnukad 19&12&2024 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj lfgr vnkyr ls tkjh gqvk gSA 
 
 

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

yMHkM+ksy] ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0iz0½A 
 
 

&&&&&&&& 
 

le{k rglhynkj ,oa lgk;d lekgrkZ izFke Js.kh] yMHkM+ksy]  
ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0iz0½ 

 
fely ua0 % 190@2024 rkjh[k ejtqvk % 18&12&2024  rkjh[k is'kh % 09&01&2025 
 

 Jh cQhZ jke iq= pUnzek.kh iq= >k.kw] fuoklh eksgky fMcM;kÅ¡] Mk0 o rglhy yMHkM+ksy] ftyk 
e.Mh ¼fg0iz0½A    - - izkFkhZA 
 
 

cuke 
 
 

 vke turk - - Qjhdnks;eA 
 
nj[okLr ckcr uke nq#LrhA 
 
 

 

 mijksDr muokuokyk eqdíek esa izkFkhZ Jh cQhZ jke iq= pUnzek.kh iq= >k.kw] fuoklh eksgky 
fMcM;kÅ¡] Mk0 o rglhy yMHkM+ksy] ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0iz0½ us vnkyr esa fnukad 17&12&2024 dks 
izkFkZuk&i= izLrqr djrs gq, vius izkFkZuk&i= esa fuosnu fd;k gS fd izkFkhZ  ds firk dk okLrfod uke 
pUnzek.kh gS] tksfd izkFkhZ ds udy ifjokj jftLVj] vkehZ lfoZl dkMZ o e`R;q izek.k&i= esa Hkh ntZ gSaA 
ijUrq izkFkhZ ds firk dk uke jktLo vfHkys[k egky fMcM;kÅ¡ esa euh;k ntZ gks pqdk gS] tksfd xyr ntZ 
gqvk gSA izkFkhZ us vius izkFkZuk&i= ds leFkZu eas vokgu i= ryckuk] Lo&?kks"k.kk i=] udy ifjokj 
jftLVj] e`R;q izek.k&i=] vkehZ dkMZ] iSu dkMZ o vk/kkj dkMZ dh izfr layXu dj j[ks gSaA vc izkFkhZ us 
vius firk ds uke dh nq#Lrh ds vkns'k pkgs gSaA 
 
 
 vr% bl b'rgkj ds ek/;e ls loZlk/kkj.k vke turk dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd ;fn fdlh 
O;fDr dks jktLo vfHkys[k egky fMcM;kÅ¡] Mk0 o rglhy yMHkM+ksy esa izkFkhZ ds firk dk uke euh;k ds 
LFkku ij euh;k miuke pUnzek.kh] fuoklh eksgky fMcM;kÅ¡] Mk0 o rglhy yMHkM+ksy] ftyk e.Mh 
¼fg0iz0½ nq#Lrh djus ckjs dksbZ mtj@,rjkt gks rks og vlkyru ;k odkyru rkjh[k is'kh 
09&01&2025 dks 10-00 cts izkr% bl vnkyr esa gkftj gksdj viuk mtj@,rjkt is'k dj ldrk gS 
clwjr xSj&gkftjh ,drjQk dk;Zokgh vey esa ykbZ tkdj izkFkhZ ds firk dk uke nq#Lr djus ds vkns'k 
ikfjr dj fn, tk,axsA 
 
 

 ;g b'rgkj vkt fnukad 19&12&2024 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj lfgr vnkyr ls tkjh gqvk gSA 
 
 
 

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

yMHkM+ksy] ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0iz0½A 
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le{k rglhynkj ,oa lgk;d lekgrkZ izFke Js.kh] yMHkM+ksy]  

ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0iz0½ 
 

fely ua0 % 191@2024 rkjh[k ejtqvk % 18&12&2024  rkjh[k is'kh % 15&01&2025 
 

 Jh cynso flag iq= VksMj jke iq= xksdy] fuoklh eksgky f'kYg] Mk0 [ktwj] rglhy yMHkM+ksy] 
ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0iz0½A   - - izkFkhZA 
 
 

cuke 
 
 

 vke turk - - Qjhdnks;eA 
 
nj[okLr ckcr uke nq#LrhA 
 

 

 mijksDr muokuokyk eqdíek esa izkFkhZ Jh cynso flag iq= VksMj jke iq= xksdy] fuoklh eksgky 
f'kYg] Mk0 [ktwj] rglhy yMHkM+ksy] ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0iz0½ us vnkyr esa fnukad 17&12&2024 dks 
izkFkZuk&i= izLrqr djrs gq, vius izkFkZuk&i= esa fuosnu fd;k gS fd izkFkhZ dh ekrk dk okLrfod uke 
:dh nsoh gS] tksfd izkFkhZ ds udy ifjokj jftLVj] isU'ku dkMZ o e`R;q izek.k&i= esa Hkh ntZ gSA ijUrq 
izkFkhZ dh ekrk dk uke jktLo vfHkys[k egky f'kYg esa #de.kh ntZ gks pqdk gS] tksfd xyr ntZ gqvk gSA 
izkFkhZ us vius izkFkZuk&i= ds leFkZu eas vokgu i= ryckuk] Lo&?kks"k.kk i=] udy ifjokj jftLVj] e`R;q 
izek.k&i=] isU'ku dkMZ dh izfr layXu dj j[ks gSaA vc izkFkhZ us viuh ekrk ds uke dh nq#Lrh ds vkns'k 
pkgs gSaA 
 
 vr% bl b'rgkj ds ek/;e ls loZlk/kkj.k vke turk dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd ;fn fdlh 
O;fDr dks jktLo vfHkys[k egky f'kYg] Mk0 [ktwj] rglhy yMHkM+ksy esa izkFkhZ dh ekrk dk uke #de.kh 
ds LFkku ij #de.kh miuke #dh nsoh] fuoklh eksgky f'kYg] Mk0 [ktwj] rglhy yMHkM+ksy] ftyk e.Mh 
¼fg0iz0½ nq#Lr djus ckjs dksbZ mtj@,rjkt gks rks og vlkyru ;k odkyru rkjh[k is'kh 15&01&2025 
dks 10-00 cts izkr% bl vnkyr esa gkftj gksdj viuk mtj@,rjkt is'k dj ldrk gS clwjr 
xSj&gkftjh ,drjQk dk;Zokgh vey esa ykbZ tkdj izkFkhZ ds firk dk uke nq#Lr djus ds vkns'k ikfjr 
dj fn, tk,axsA 
 

 ;g b'rgkj vkt fnukad 19&12&2024 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj lfgr vnkyr ls tkjh gqvk gSA 
 
 

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

yMHkM+ksy] ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0iz0½A 
 
 

&&&&&&&& 

 
le{k Jh lqjthr flag] mi&e.My n.Mkf/kdkjh] i/kj] ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0iz0½ 

 
 

izdj.k la[;k % 56@2024         iathdj.k frfFk % 29&11&2024  vkxkeh rkjh[k % 07&02&2024 
 
 xhrk nsoh iRuh gjnso] xkao eqgky e/kZqok.k] Mk0 FkyVw[kksM] mi&rglhy fVDdu] ftyk e.Mh]  
fg0 iz0A   - - izkFkhZA  
 

cuke 
 
 vke turk - - izR;kFkhZA 
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izkFkZuk&i= vUrxZr /kkjk 13¼3½ tUe ,oa e`R;q iathdj.k vf/kfu;e] 1969 e`R;q iathdj.k izdj.kA 
 
 pwafd xhrk nsoh iRuh gjnso] xkao eqgky e/kZqok.k] Mk0 FkyVw[kksM] mi&rglhy fVDdu] ftyk e.Mh 
us /kkjk 13¼3½ tUe ,oa e`R;q iathdj.k vf/kfu;e] 1969 ds vUrxZr bl U;k;ky; esa vke turk ds fo:) 
izkFkZuk&i= izLrqr fd;k gS fd mldk ifr gjnso iq= Hkxr jke] xkao e/kqZok.k] Mk0 FkyVw[kksM] 
mi&rglhy fVDdu] ftyk e.Mh fnukad 31&07&2024 dks ?kjsyw dke ls vius ekek llqj ds ?kj jktcu 
eqgky rsjax x;k FkkA jkr dks 11%50 cts ckny QVus ls muds ekek llqj ds ?kj lfgr pkj ?kj {kfrxzLr 
gks x;s gaS ftlesa izkfFkZ;k dk ifr ml nq?kZVuk ds ckn ykirk gSA izkfFkZ;k ds ifr dk 'ko cpko vfHk;ku 
ds }kjk ugha feyk gSA izkfFkZ;k us e`R;q iathdj.k ntZ djus dh izkFkZuk dh gSA izkFkfed tkap fjiksVZ o 
ifjokj o ekSdk izR;{knf'kZ;ksa ds C;kukuqlkj gjnso iq= Hkxr jke eycs esa nc x;k gS ;k cg x;k gS rFkk 
ml fnu ds ckn mlds lkFk dksbZ lEidZ ugha gqvk gSA 
  
 pwafd bl izdj.k esa vke turk dks f}rh; i{k cuk j[kk gS rFkk U;k;ky;h izfdz;k esa vke turk 
dks lk/kkj.kr;k lEeu ls ryc fd;k tkuk lEHko u gksxkA  
 
 vr% bl mn~?kks"k.kk@b'rgkj izdk'ku ds ek/;e ls vke turk dks voxr fd;k tkrk gS fd ;fn 
vke turk esa ls fdlh dks Hkh mDr O;fDr ds jktcu ¼rsjax½ esa ckny QVus ls thfor vFkok e`r gksus 
ckjs tkudkjh ,oa vkifŸk gks rks os bl U;k;ky; esa fnukad 07&02&2024 dks ;k blls iwoZ izLrqr dj 
ldrs gSa tksfd Lo;a vFkok fdlh oS/k izfrfuf/k ds ek/;e ls izLrqr fd;k tk ldrk gS vU;Fkk le>k 
tk;sxk fd fdlh dks fdlh izdkj dh tkudkjh ,oa vkifŸk ugha gS rFkk izdj.k esa Hkkjr ljdkj ds i= 
la[;k F.No.1/2(HP)2008-VS(CRS)/1561 fnukad 29&09&2023 dk;kZy; Hkkjr ds egkjftLVªkj x`g 
eU=ky; }kjk fn;s x;s F.No.1/2/Uttarakhand)/2011-VS-CRS fnukad 21&02&2021 ds ldqZyj esa 
fpfUgr iSjk 4 ds izko/kkuksa ds vuqlkj ;Fkksfpr vkns'k ikfjr fd;s tk;saxs o gjnso lqiq= Hkxr jke] fuoklh 
e/kZqok.k] Mk0 FkyVw[kksM] mi&rglhy fVDdu] ftyk e.Mh dk e`R;q izek.k&i= tkjh dj fn;k tk;sxkA 

   
 vkt fnukad 13&12&2024 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr ls tkjh fd;k x;kA 
 
eksgjA    gLrk{kfjr@& 
    mi&e.My n.Mkf/kdkjh]  

i/kj] ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0iz0½A 
 

&&&&&&& 
 

pc vnkyr Jh izdk'k pan ikUVk] lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh] mi&rglhy i>kSrk fLFkr ukSgjh]  
ftyk fljekSj ¼fg0 iz0½ 

 

nkok la0 % 15@13 vkWQ 2024 rkjh[k et#vk % 03&10&2024 
 
 Jh lqjs'k dqekj iq= xksiky flag] fuoklh dqQj eks.M] Mk0 HkMksyh] mi&rglhy i>kSrk] ftyk 
fljekSj   ¼fg0 iz0½A  
 

cuke 
 

loZlk/kkj.k ,oa vke turk 
 

fo"k;-&&Proclamation u/s-37 (1) of H.P. Land Rev. Act, 1954. 
 

 loZlk/kkj.k dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd Jh lqjs'k dqekj iq= xksiky flag] fuoklh dqQj eks.M] 
Mk0 HkMksyh] mi&rglhy i>kSrk] ftyk fljekSj ¼fg0 iz0½ us fg0 iz0 Hkw&jktLo vf/kfu;e] 1954 dh /kkjk 
35 rk0 38 ds vUrxZr jktLo vfHkys[k esa vius uke dh nq#Lrh gsrq bl dk;kZy; esa izkFkZuk&i= izLrqr 
fd;k gS ftlesa mudk dFku gS fd mldk vly uke lqjs'k dqekj iq= xksiky flag gS ftldh iqf"V gsrq 
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izkFkhZ us vius izkFkZuk&i= ds lkFk C;ku gfYQ;k] vk/kkj dkMZ] udy ifjokj jftLVj] i'kq fpfdRlk 
QkekZflLV fMIyksek] nloha dh ekdZ'khV o iSu dkMZ bR;kfn Nk;kizfr layXu dh gS ijUrq jktLo vfHkys[k 
eksgky dqQj eks.M ds [kkrk@[krkSuh ua0 17@24] 16@23] 8@8, 9@9 o 15@15 esa xyrh ls lanhi 
dqekj iq= xksiky flag gks x;k gSA izkFkhZ viuk uke jktLo vfHkys[k eksgky mijksDr dh eydh;r Hkwfe esa 
lanhi dqekj iq= xksiky flag ds LFkku ij lqjs'k dqekj iq= xksiky flag djokuk pkgrk gSA pwafd mDr 
nksuksa uke ,d gh O;fDr ds gSa ,slk izkFkhZ dk dguk gSA 
 

 vr% ;fn mijksDr uke jktLo vfHkys[k mijksDr esa lanhi dqekj iq= xksiky flag ds LFkku ij 
lqjs'k dqekj iq= xksiky flag djus ckjs fdlh dks dksbZ ,rjkt gks rks og v/kksgLrk{kjh ds U;k;ky; esa 
fnukad 07&01&2025 rd fdlh Hkh dk;Zfnol esa mifLFkr gksdj izkr% 10%00 cts ls lk;a 5-00 cts rd 
U;k;ky; lgk;d lekgrkZ] mi&rglhy i>kSrk fLFkr ukSgjh esa vlkyru o odkyru is'k dj ldrk gSA 
xSjgkftjh dh lwjr esa ,drjQk dk;Zokgh vey esa ykus mijkar lsgr bUnzkt ds vkns'k ikfjr dj fn, 
tk;asxsA 
 

 vkt fnukad 07&12&2024 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj lfgr vnkyr ls tkjh gqvkA 

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

mi&rglhy i>kSrk fLFkr ukSgjh] 
 ftyk fljekSj ¼fg0 iz0½A 

 

&&&&&&&& 
 

c vnkyr Jh izdk'k pan ikUVk] lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh] mi&rglhy i>kSrk fLFkr ukSgjh]  
ftyk fljekSj ¼fg0 iz0½ 

 

nkok la0 % 15@13 vkWQ 2024 rkjh[k et#vk % 03&10&2024 
 
 Jh lqjs'k dqekj iq= xksiky flag] fuoklh dqQj eks.M] Mk0 HkMksyh] mi&rglhy i>kSrk] ftyk 
fljekSj   ¼fg0 iz0½A  
 

cuke 
 

loZlk/kkj.k ,oa vke turk 
 

fo"k;-&&Proclamation u/s-37 (1) of H.P. Land Rev. Act, 1954. 
 

 loZlk/kkj.k dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd Jh lqjs'k dqekj iq= xksiky flag] fuoklh dqQj eks.M] 
Mk0 HkMksyh] mi&rglhy i>kSrk] ftyk fljekSj ¼fg0 iz0½ us fg0 iz0 Hkw&jktLo vf/kfu;e] 1954 dh /kkjk 
35 rk0 38 ds vUrxZr jktLo vfHkys[k esa vius uke dh nq#Lrh gsrq bl dk;kZy; esa izkFkZuk&i= izLrqr 
fd;k gS ftlesa mudk dFku gS fd mldk vly uke lqjs'k dqekj iq= xksiky flag gS ftldh iqf"V gsrq 
izkFkhZ us vius izkFkZuk&i= ds lkFk C;ku gfYQ;k] vk/kkj dkMZ] udy ifjokj jftLVj] i'kq fpfdRlk 
QkekZflLV fMIyksek] nloha dh ekdZ'khV o iSu dkMZ bR;kfn Nk;kizfr layXu dh gS ijUrq jktLo vfHkys[k 
eksgky dqQj eks.M ds [kkrk@[krkSuh ua0 17@24] 16@23] 8@8, 9@9 o 15@15 esa xyrh ls lanhi 
dqekj iq= xksiky flag gks x;k gSA izkFkhZ viuk uke jktLo vfHkys[k eksgky mijksDr dh eydh;r Hkwfe esa 
lanhi dqekj iq= xksiky flag ds LFkku ij lqjs'k dqekj iq= xksiky flag djokuk pkgrk gSA pwafd mDr 
nksuksa uke ,d gh O;fDr ds gSa ,slk izkFkhZ dk dguk gSA 
 

 vr% ;fn mijksDr uke jktLo vfHkys[k mijksDr esa lanhi dqekj iq= xksiky flag ds LFkku ij 
lqjs'k dqekj iq= xksiky flag djus ckjs fdlh dks dksbZ ,rjkt gks rks og v/kksgLrk{kjh ds U;k;ky; esa 
fnukad 07&01&2025 rd fdlh Hkh dk;Zfnol esa mifLFkr gksdj izkr% 10%00 cts ls lk;a 5-00 cts rd 
U;k;ky; lgk;d lekgrkZ] mi&rglhy i>kSrk fLFkr ukSgjh esa vlkyru o odkyru is'k dj ldrk gS 
xSjgkftjh dh lwjr esa ,drjQk dk;Zokgh vey esa ykus mijkar lsgr bUnzkt ds vkns'k ikfjr dj fn, 
tk;asxsA 
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 vkt fnukad 07&12&2024 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj lfgr vnkyr ls tkjh gqvkA 
 
 

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

mi&rglhy i>kSrk fLFkr ukSgjh] 
 ftyk fljekSj ¼fg0 iz0½A 

 
 

&&&&&&&& 
 
 

c vnkyr lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh] rglhy ikaoVk lkfgc] 
 ftyk fljekSj ¼fg0iz0½ 

 
dsl ua0 % @2024  nk;j frfFk % 24&12&2024  

 
 Jherh /keksZ nsoh iq=h clk[kw jke] fuoklh ';keiqj xksj[kwokyk] rglhy ikaoVk lkfgc] ftyk 
fljekSj ¼fg0iz0½A 
      

cuke 
 

vke turk 
 

 izkFkZuk&i= tsjs /kkjk 13 ¼3½ tUe ,oa e`R;q iathdj.k vf/kfu;e] 1969- 
 
 
 izkfFkZ;k Jherh /keksZ nsoh iq=h clk[kw jke] fuoklh ';keiqj xksj[kwokyk] rglhy ikaoVk lkfgc] ftyk 
fljekSj ¼fg0iz0½ dk ,d vkosnu i= }kjk eq[; jftLVªkj tUe ,oa e`R;q@eq[; fpfdRlk vf/kdkjh] ukgu 
ds i= ,p,QMCY;w&,u@,lVh@ch,.MMh@fMys; dsfll@2024&8253] fnukad 21&11&2024 }kjk 
vuqyXu Øe'k% viuk C;ku gYQh] nks xokgu C;ku gYQh] vk/kkj dkMZ] lfgr bl vnkyr esa izkIr gqvk gS 
ftlesa izkfFkZ;k }kjk izkFkZuk dh gS fd mldh Lo;a dh tUe frfFk 11&05&1986 gS] ftldk vKkurko'k 
izkfFkZ;k Lo;a dh tUe frfFk dk bZUnzkt xzke iapk;r xksj[kwokyk ds tUe vfHkys[k esa ntZ ugha djok ldh 
gS] ftls izkfFkZ;k vc ntZ djokuk pkgrh gSA  
 
 
 vr% loZlk/kkj.k dks bl b'rgkj ds ekQZr lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd bl ckjs fdlh dks dksbZ Hkh 
mtj@,rjkt gks rks og fnukad 24&01&2025 dks izkr% 11-00 cts ;k blls iwoZ fdlh Hkh dk;Zfnol esa 
vnkyr gtk fLFkr ikaoVk lkfgc esa vlkyru ;k odkyru gkftj vkdj mtj@,rjkt ntZ djk ldrk 
gSA fu/kkZfjr frfFk ;k blds iwoZ esa dksbZ vkifRr izkIr u gksus dh lwjr esa Jherh /keksZ nsoh iq=h clk[kw jke] 
fuoklh ';keiqj xkjs[kwokyk] rglhy ikaoVk lkfgc] ftyk fljekSj ¼fg0iz0½ ds izdj.k ij fu;ekuqlkj 
dk;Zokgh vey esa ykbZ tk;sxhA 
 
 
 vkt fnukad 24&12&2024 dks esjss gLrk{kj o dk;kZy; eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh fd;k x;kA 
 
 
eksgjA      gLrk{kfjr@& 

lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh] 
rglhy ikaoVk lkfgc] ftyk fljekSj ¼fg0iz0½A 
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In the Court of Marriage Officer-cum-Sub-Divisional Magistrate, Bangana, District Una,   

Himachal Pradesh 
 

In the matter of : 
 
 1. Sh. Som Dutt Sharma age 59 years s/o Sh. Mansha Ram, r/o Village Dehan, P.O. 
Kohdra, Tehsil Bangana, District Una (H.P.). 
 
 2. Asha Devi age 54 years d/o Sh. Rattan Chand, r/o Village Kaswar, P.O. Balyah, Tehsil 
Barsar, District Hamirpur (H.P.) . . Applicants. 
 

Versus 
 

General Public 
 

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

 
 Sh. Som Dutt Sharma age 59 years s/o Sh. Mansha Ram, r/o Village Dehan, P.O. Kohdra, 
Tehsil Bangana, District Una (H.P.) and Asha Devi age 54 years d/o Sh. Rattan Chand, r/o Village 
Kaswar, P.O. Balyah, Tehsil Barsar, District Hamirpur (H.P.) at present wife of Sh. Som Dutt 
Sharma s/o Sh. Mansha Ram, r/o Village Dehan, P.O. Kohdra, Tehsil Bangana, District Una (H.P.) 
have filed an application alongwith affidavits in the court of undersigned under section 15 of the 
Special Marriage Act, 1954 (H.P.) that they have solemnized their marriage on 06-12-1988 at r/o 
Village Dehan, P.O. Kohdra, 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 objection regarding this marriage, can file the objection personally or 
in writing before this court on or before 23-01-2025 after that no objection will be entertained and 
marriage will be registered. 
 
 Issued today on 17th December, 2024 under my hand and seal of the court. 
 
Seal.    Sd/- 

Marriage Officer-cum-Sub-Divisional Magistrate, 
 Bangana, District Una, Himachal Pradesh. 

 
____________ 

 
uke ifjorZu 

 
 eSa] latw iq= Jh 'ksj flag] fuoklh xkao cxkgka] Mkd?kj iqyokgy] rglhy pkSiky] ftyk f'keyk 
¼fg0iz0½ C;ku djrk gwa fd eSaus viuk uke latho dqekj ls cnydj latw j[k fy;k gS] latho dqekj vkSj 
latw nksuksa esjs gh uke gaSA Hkfo"; esa eq>s lHkh mís';ksa ds fy, latw ds uke ls gh tkuk o iqdkjk tk,A 
lHkh lEcaf/akr uksV djsaA 

  
latw  

iq= Jh 'ksj flag] 
 fuoklh xkao cxkgka] Mkd?kj iqyokgy] 

 rglhy pkSiky] ftyk f'keyk ¼fg0iz0½A 
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uke ifjorZu 

 
 eSa] gseasnz flag iq= Jh vaxrq jke] fuoklh xkao tukgu] Mkd?kj nsoBh] rglhy fB;ksx] ftyk 
f'keyk ¼fg0iz0½ 171220 C;ku djrk gwa fd eSaus viuk uke egasnz flag ls cnydj gsesanz flag j[k fy;k gS] 
egasnz flag vkSj gsesanz flag nksuksa esjs gh uke gSaA Hkfo"; esa eq>s lHkh mís';ksa ds fy, gsesanz flag ds uke ls 
gh tkuk o iqdkjk tk,A lHkh lEcaf/akr uksV djsaA 

  
gsesanz flag 

  iq= Jh vaxrq jke] 
 fuoklh xkao tukgu] Mkd?kj nsoBh] 

 rglhy fB;ksx] ftyk f'keyk ¼fg0iz0½A 
 
 

&&&&&&&& 
 
 

CHANGE OF NAME 
 

 I, Beasan Devi w/o Sh. Ujagar  Singh, r/o VPO Salehra, Sub-Tehsil Chadhiar, District 
Kangra (H.P.) declare that in my Aadhar Card No. 876521722955 my name wrongly written as 
Vyasa Devi instead of my correct name Beasan Devi. Concern note. 
 

BEASAN DEVI  
w/o Sh. Ujagar  Singh,  

r/o VPO Salehra, 
 Sub-Tehsil Chadhiar, District Kangra (H.P.). 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

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