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TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
 

NOTIFICATION 
 

Shimla-171002, the 6th June, 2025 
 
 No.TCP-F05/4/2022.—WHEREAS, the draft amendments in the Development Plan for 
Shimla Planning Area,  notified  vide Notification  No. TCP-F05/4/2022,  dated 20-06-2023, were 

54&jkti=@2025&13&06&2025            ¼2609½                                                                                      
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published by the Director, Town and Country Planning Department, Himachal Pradesh under sub-
section (1) of Section 19 of the Himachal Pradesh Town and Country Planning Act, 1977 (12 of 
1977) read with rule 11 of the Himachal Pradesh Town and Country Planning Rules, 2014, vide 
Notice No. HIM/TP/PJT/AZR-Shimla/2023/Vol-I/8683-8706, dated 03-02-2025, in the Rajpatra   
(e-Gazette) Himachal Pradesh on 06-02-2025 for inviting objection(s) and suggestion(s);  
 
 WHEREAS, objections/suggestions were received by the Director, Town and Country 
Planning Department within the stipulated period which were duly considered and modifications 
were made in the draft rules. The draft amendments in the said Development Plan have been 
submitted to the State Government for approval in term of  provisions as contained in sub-section 
(2) of the Section 19 of the Himachal Pradesh Town and Country Planning Act, 1977;  
 
 AND WHEREAS, the said draft amendment rules submitted by the Director, TCP have 
been duly considered by the State Government and the same has been  rejected; and  
                          
 NOW, THEREFORE, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 20 
of the Himachal Pradesh Town and Country Planning Act, 1977 (Act No. 12 of 1977), the 
Governor of Himachal Pradesh is pleased to make the following amendments to the Development 
Plan for the Shimla Planning Area, namely:— 
                             
 

     AMENDMENTS IN CHAPTER-17 
 

 In Chapter-17 of the Development Plan for Shimla Planning Area following amendments 
are carried out namely:— 
  
 1. In sub-regulation 1 (3) of regulations 17.2 “Green Areas” after Sr. No. (xxv), following 
one new Green areas /belt shall be inserted, namely:— 
 

  xxvi.  SHRI TARA MATA HILL GREEN AREA 

 
The boundary of Green Area starting from Shoghi at NH-05 near the building of               
Sh. Rajender (Adjoining Food Plaza and Tyre Retreat building), then going straight uphill 
till the Shoghi-Mehli Road, excluding the existing buildings and their premises. Further, 
following the Shoghi-Mehli Road towards Mehli side upto Railway over-bridge. Further 
following the Kalka-Shimla Railway Track from this over-bridge towards Tara Devi 
Railway Station upto entry point of Tunnel No. 91. Further going along a straight line from 
entry point of tunnel no. 91 to Junction of Nh-05 and Totu/Airport bypass road by crossing 
the hill between Railway line and NH-05. Further following NH-05 towards Shoghi upto 
the starting point near building of Sh. Rajender. 

    
           
 2.  In sub-regulation 2(4) of Regulation 17.2 “Green Belts”, after clause (b)  following 
new regulation (c) shall be inserted, namely:—  

 
(c) In the green area number xxvi, no new private construction shall be allowed except re-
construction on old line and addition and alteration in the existing building with prior 
approval of the State Government. The construction activities pertaining to Shri Tara Mata 
Complex if any, to be carried out by the trust shall be allowed with prior approval of the 
State Government. 
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3. The above amendments shall come into operation from the date of publication in the 
Official Gazette. 

                                                      By order, 
 

Sd/- 
                   (DEVESH KUMAR), 

                                                                  Principal Secretary (TCP).  
 
  

____________ 
 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
 

NOTIFICATION 
 

Dated the 30th May, 2025 
 
 No. TCP-F(5)-1/2025 .—WHEREAS, the draft Development Plan for Bhota Planning 
Area was issued by the Director, Town and Country Planning Department, Himachal Pradesh, 
Shimla under the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 19 of the Town and Country 
Planning  Act, 1977 (Act No. 12 of 1977) vide Notice No. HIM/TP/PJT/DP-Bhota/2024/VoI-
I/5237, dated 03-10-2024 and the same was published in the Rajpatra (e-gazette), Himachal 
Pradesh on 07-10-2024 for inviting objection(s) and suggestion(s) from the person(s) likely to be 
affected thereby within 30 days from the date of publication in Rajpatra (e-Gazette), Himachal 
Pradesh; 
 AND WHEREAS, no objection(s) and suggestion(s) have been received in this behalf 
within the stipulated period; 
 
 NOW THEREFORE,  in exercise of the powers vested under sub-section (1) of section 20 
of the Himachal Pradesh Town and Country Planning Act, 1977 (Act No.12 of 1977), the 
Governor, Himachal Pradesh is pleased to approve the Development Plan for Bhota Planning 
Area, without modifications. It has been hosted at the official website of Department of Town and 
Country Planning, Himachal Pradesh www.tcp.hp.gov.in with URL: https://egov-hptcp.s3-ap-
south-1.amazonaws.com/hp/property-upload/May/15/1747297242058RIQRUaQuKq.pdf?X-Amz-
Algorithm=AWS4-HMAC-SHA256&X-Amz-
Credential=AKIAU6GD3RDWJ3NQ4NI6%2F20250516%2Fap-south-
1%2Fs3%2Faws4_request&X-Amz-Date=20250516T090343Z&X-Amz-Expires=86400&X-Amz-
SignedHeaders=host&X-Amz-
Signature=0bbe9d7eb1e290d9a02966ec863a97e0b879a1aa6a9d97b26664106ce66870fa. The same 
may be deemed to have been published in the Rajpatra (e-Gazette), Himachal Pradesh with fore-
referred URL linkage as required under sub-section (4) of Section 20 of the Act ibid. A Notice is 
hereby given that a copy of the said Development Plan is available for inspection during office 
hours in the following offices:— 
 

1. The Director, 
 Town and Country Planning Department, 
 Nagar Yojana Bhawan, Block No. 32-A, Vikas Nagar, 
 Kasumpti,  Shimla, Himachal Pradesh-171 009. 
 
2. Town and Country Planner, 
 Divisional Town Planning Office, 
 Hamirpur,  Distt. Hamirpur, Himachal Pradesh.  



 2612        jkti=] fgekpy izns'k] 13 twu] 2025@23 T;s"B] 1947         
3. The Secretary, 
 Nagar Panchayat Bhota, 
 Tehsil & Distt. Hamirpur, Himachal Pradesh. 

 
The said Development Plan shall come into operation from the date of publication of this 
Notification in Rajpatra (e-Gazette), Himachal Pradesh. 
      

                                                By order, 
 

Sd/- 
                   (DEVESH KUMAR), 

                                                                  Principal Secretary (TCP).  
_____________ 

 
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

 
NOTIFICATION 

 
Dated the 2nd June, 2025 

 
 No. TCP-F(5)-1/2025 .—WHEREAS, the draft Development Plan for Shri Chintpurni 
Special Area was issued by the Deputy Commissioner, Una-cum-Chairman, Special Area 
Development Authority, Shri Chintpurni Special Area vide Notice No. SADA (Chintpurni)C-1/19-
Vol.-III-174-78, dated 19-11-2024 and same was published in the Rajpatra (e-Gazette), Himachal 
Pradesh on 21-11-2024 for inviting objection(s) and suggestion(s), from the person(s) likely to be 
affected  thereby within 30 days from the date of Publication in Rajpatra (e-Gazette), Himachal 
Pradesh;  
 
 AND WHEREAS, objection(s) and suggestion(s) received within the stipulated period have 
been duly considered/rejected; 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 20 
of the Himachal Pradesh Town and Country Planning Act, 1977, the Governor, Himachal Pradesh 
is pleased to approve the Development Plan for Shri Chintpurni Special Area, without 
modification. It has been hosted at the official website of Department of Town and Country 
Planning, Himachal Pradesh www.tcp.hp.gov.in with URL: https://egov-hptcp.s3-ap-south-
1.amazonaws.com/hp/property-upload/May/15/1747298547668hXfUWBHItx.pdf?X-Amz-
Algorithm=AWS4-HMAC-SHA256&X-Amz-
Credential=AKIAU6GD3RDWJ3NQ4NI6%2F20250516%2Fap-south-
1%2Fs3%2Faws4_request&X-Amz-Date=20250516T091528Z&X-Amz-Expires=86400&X-Amz-
SignedHeaders=host&X-Amz-
Signature=1c6977870fc6720ac6160b36bfbff49a1bf6d24d7a2a82c4b1407db8e6f84d42 . The same 
may be deemed to have been published in the Rajpatra (e-Gazette), Himachal Pradesh with fore-
referred URL linkage as required under sub-section (4) of Section 20 of the Act ibid. A Notice is 
hereby given that a copy of the said Development Plan is available for inspection during office 
hours in the following offices:— 
 

1. Member Secretary, 
 Special Area Development Authority,  
 Shri Chintpurni Special Area-cum-Assistant Town Planner, 

        Sub-Divisional Town Planning Office, 
     Una, District Una, Himachal Pradesh.  
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2. Camp Office, Special Area Development Authority,  

 Shri Chintpurni Special Area, Lotus Home Stay,  
     Village Moin, Tehsil Dehra, District Kangra, Himachal Pradesh.  
 

  The said Development Plan shall come into operation from the date of publication of this 
Notification in the Rajpatra (e-Gazette), Himachal Pradesh. 
 

                                                By order, 
 

Sd/- 
                   (DEVESH KUMAR), 

                                                                  Principal Secretary (TCP).  
  

______________ 
 

 
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

 
NOTIFICATION 

 
Dated the 30th May, 2025 

 
 No. TCP-F(5)-1/2025 .—WHEREAS, the draft Development Plan for Sarahan Special 
Area was issued by the Sub Divisional Magistrate (Civil), Rampur-cum-Chairman, Special Area 
Development Authority, Sarahan Special Area vide Notice No. HIM/SDTP RPB/SADA- 
SARAHAN /Vol-II/2017-20-57, dated 3rd  February 2025 and same was published in the Rajpatra 
(e-Gazette), Himachal Pradesh on 7th February 2025 for inviting objection(s) and suggestion(s), 
from the person(s) likely to be affected  thereby within 30 days from the date of Publication in 
Rajpatra (e-Gazette), Himachal Pradesh;  
 
 AND WHEREAS, objection(s) and suggestion(s) received within the stipulated period have 
been considered and rejected; 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 20 
of the Himachal Pradesh Town and Country Planning Act, 1977, the Governor, Himachal Pradesh 
is pleased to approve the Development Plan for Sarahan Special Area, without modification. It 
has been hosted at the official website of Department of Town and Country Planning, Himachal 
Pradesh www.tcp.hp.gov.in with URL: https://egov-hptcp.s3-ap-south-
1.amazonaws.com/hp/property-upload/May/16/1747397191646CIixgAViPd.pdf?X-Amz-
Algorithm=AWS4-HMAC-SHA256&X-Amz-
Credential=AKIAU6GD3RDWJ3NQ4NI6%2F20250517%2Fap-south-
1%2Fs3%2Faws4_request&X-Amz-Date=20250517T100542Z&X-Amz-Expires=86400&X-Amz-
SignedHeaders=host&X-Amz-
Signature=2b12e69972aa6444d58070c0744c70da30a50c5d12b686728dc3c9a50e01d329 The same 
may be deemed to have been published in the Official Gazette of Himachal Pradesh with fore-
referred URL linkage as required under sub-section (4) of Section 20 of the Act ibid. A Notice is 
hereby given that a copy of the said Development Plan is available for inspection during office 
hours in the following offices:— 
 

1. The Sub-Divisional Magistrate (Civil), Rampur-cum-Chairman, 
 Special Area Development Authority, 
 Sarahan, District Shimla, Himachal Pradesh. 
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2. Assistant Town Planner,  

 Sub-Divisional Town planning office, Rampur Bushahr-cum-Member Secretary, 
 Special Area Development Authority,  
 Sarahan, District Shimla, Himachal Pradesh. 

 
3. The Pradhan,  

 Gram Panchayat Sarahan and Bonda, 
 Up-Tehsil Sarahan, Distt. Shimla,  
 Himachal Pradesh-17 2107. 

 
  The said Development Plan shall come into operation from the date of publication of this 
Notification in the Rajpatra (e-Gazette), Himachal Pradesh. 
 

                                                By order, 
 

Sd/- 
                   (DEVESH KUMAR), 

                                                                  Principal Secretary (TCP).  
______________ 

 
 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING DEPARTMENT  
HIMACHAL PRADESH 

 
FORM-8 

 (See rule-11) 
 

NOTICE OF PUBLICATION OF DRAFT DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
  

Dated the 6th June, 2025 
 
 No. HIM/TP/PJT/DP-Jogindernagar/2023/Vol-I/-1722-45.—In exercise of the powers 
vested under sub-section (1) of Section 19 of the Himachal Pradesh Town and Country Planning 
Act, 1977 (Act No. 12 of 1977), the draft Development Plan for Jogindernagar Planning Area is 
hereby published and the Notice is given that a copy of the said draft Development Plan is available 
for inspection during the office hours in the following offices:— 
 

1. The Director, 
 Town and Country Planning Department, 
 Nagar Yojana Bhawan, Block No. 32-A, Vikas Nagar, 
 Kasumpati, Shimla, Himachal Pradesh-171009. 
 
2. The Town and Country Planner, 
 Divisional Town Planning Office, 
 Mandi, District Mandi, Himachal Pradesh. 
 
3. The Executive Officer, 
 Municipal Council, Jogindernagar, 
 District Mandi, Himachal Pradesh. 

 
                        The particulars of the said draft Development Plan have been specified in the 
Schedule below:— 
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 If there be any objection or suggestion with respect to the Draft Development Plan so 
prepared, it should be sent in writing to the Director, Town and Country Planning Department, 
Nagar Yojana Bhawan, Block No. 32-A,Vikas Nagar, Kasumpati, Shimla, Himachal Pradesh-
171009 or to the Town and Planner, Divisional Town Planning Office, Mandi, District Mandi, 
Himachal Pradesh or to the Executive Officer, Municipal Council, Jogindernagar, District  Mandi, 
Himachal Pradesh within a period of thirty days from the date of publication of this Notice in the 
Official Gazette of Himachal Pradesh. 
 
 

SCHEDULE 
 

1. The Existing Land Use Maps. 
 

2. A narrative report, supported by maps and charts explaining the provisions of the draft 
Development Plan. 
 

3. The phasing of implementation of the draft Development Plan as suggested by the 
Director. 
 

4. The provisions for enforcing the draft Development Plan and stating the manner in 
which permission for development may be obtained. 

 
Place: Shimla  
Date:  06-06-2025                  -Sd- 

       (KAMAL KANT SAROCH), 
      Director, 

     Town and Country Planning Department, 
     Himachal Pradesh, Shimla–171 009, 

      
     

___________ 

 
 
 

TRANSPORT DEPARTMENT 
 

NOTIFICATION 
 

Shimla-171002,  the 09th June, 2025. 
  

No. TPT-A(1)-1/2023-Vol.-II.—The Governor, Himachal Pradesh is pleased to grant 
extension in service for a further period of six months with effect from 12-06-2025 to 11-12-2025 
in favour of Sh. Ajay Sharma, Director, Ropeways and Rapid Transport System Development 
Corporation (RTDC) Ltd. in public interest. 

Sd/- 
 

(R.D. NAZEEM, IAS), 
Principal Secretary (Transport). 

___________ 
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LABOUR EMPLOYMENT & OVERSEAS PLACEMENT DEPARTMENT 

 
NOTIFICATION 

 
Shimla-171 002, the 28th April, 2025 

                                                                                                                                                     
 No.  LEP-E/1/2024.—In exercise of the powers vested under section 17 (1) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947, the Governor Himachal Pradesh is pleased to order the publication of awards 
of the following cases announced by the Presiding Judge, Labour Court-cum-Industrial 
Tribunal, Dharamshala, H.P. on the website of the Printing & Stationery Department, Himachal 
Pradesh i.e. “e-Gazette”:— 
 

1. 44/22 Naveen  Kumar D.F.O. Pangi 08.01.2025 

2. 104/23 Kuldeep Kumar M.D. M/S Kangra Herbs 14.01.2025 

3. 108/23 Ajay Kumar -do- -do- 

4. 111/23 Dinesh Kumar -do- -do- 

5. 493/16 Surender Kumar M/s Universal Electric Er. & 
other 

15.01.2025 

6. 491/16 Gurbhajan  Singh -do- -do- 

7. 492/16 Bhupender Singh  -do- -do- 

8. 495/16 Harjinder Singh -do- -do- 

9. 490/16 Kuldeep Singh -do- -do- 

10. 507/16 Pyar Singh  -do- -do- 

11. 509/16 Kamal Singh -do- -do- 

12. 29/16 Amar Singh  E.E.HPPWD Sunder Nagar -do- 

13. 615/15 Sachin Minhas The Chairman-cum-Managing 
Director, H.P. Ex. Serviceman 
Corporation Hamirpur. 

18.01.2025 

14. 554/15 Prakash Chand  -do- -do- 

15. 75/18 Ranjeet Singh  Secy. Kohinoor Sarvhit  
Sabhaa 

20.01.2025 

16. 76/18 Gopal Verma -do- -do- 

17. 59/21 Pankaj Kumar C.M.O. Mandi & Other 22.01.2025 

18. 55/23 Rajesh Kumar S.M.O. Rogi Kalyan Joginder 
Nagar. 

23.01.2025 

19. 150/17 Madan Lal  Employer Chirchind Hydro 
Power Chamba. 

23.01.2025 

 

                                                                                                         By order,  
                

Sd/- 
                                                                                                   (PRIYANKA BASU INGTY, IAS), 

                        Secretary (Lab. Emp. & O.P.). 
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IN THE COURT OF SH. PARVEEN CHAUHAN, PRESIDING JUDGE, LABOUR COURT-

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

 
     Reference No.     :  44/2022 
 
     Date of Institution   :  05.3.2022 
 
     Date of Decision   :  08.01.2025  
 
 Shri Naveen Kumar s/o Late Shri Sumant Ram, r/o Village Thandal, P.O. Purthi, Tehsil 
Pangi, District Chamba, H.P., through the General Secretary, District Committee, All India Trade 
Union  Congress (INTUC), HO CHEP, Stage-II, Karian, P.O. Hardaspura, Tehsil & District 
Chamba, H.P.        . . Petitioner.   
 

Versus 
 
 The Divisional Forest Officer, Forest Division Pangi at Killar, District Chamba, H.P. 
          . . Respondent.  
 

Reference under Section 10 (1) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
  
    For the Petitioner  :  Sh. O.P. Bhardwaj, Ld. Adv. 
 
    For Respondent  :  Sh. Anil Sharma, Ld. DDA 
 

AWARD 
 

 The following industrial disputes has been received by this court for the purpose of 
adjudication from the appropriate authority/Joint Labour Commissioner : 
 
 “Whether the action of the employer i.e. the Divisional Forest Officer, Forest Division 

Pangi at Killar, District Chamba, H.P. not to regularize the services of Shri Naveen Kumar 
s/o Late Shri Sumant Ram, r/o Village Thandal, P.O. Purthi, Tehsil Pangi, District Chamba, 
H.P. through the General Secretary, District Committee, All India Trade Union  Congress 
(INTUC), HO CHEP, Staet-II, Karian, P.O. Hardaspura, Tehsil & Dsitrict Chamba, H.P. on 
completion of continuous service of 8 years w.e.f. 01-01-2016 (as alleged by workman), as 
defined in Section 25(B) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 i.e. 160 working days in every 
year, as per policy of the Himachal Pradesh Government, is legal and justified? If not, what 
benefit regarding regularization, back wages, seniority, past service benefits and 
compensation the above worker is entitled to from the above employer?” 

 
 2.  The brief facts as stated in the claim petition are that  the petitioner belongs to Tehsil 
Pangi of District Chamba which are remote part of District Chamba and declared as scheduled 
Tribe area. The petitioner was engaged as daily wage worker on muster roll basis since the year 
2008 in Forest Range Purthi Forest Division Pangi at Killar and continuously worked with the 
respondent department. It is alleged that the services of the petitioner were engaged and disengaged 
by giving fictional breaks from time to time so as to not to allow him to complete 160 days in a 
calendar year for the purpose of regularization. It is further submitted that in the year 2009 the 
service condition of the petitioner were changed from daily wage basis without any notice under 
Section 9-A of the Industrial Disputes Act. The services of petitioner were replaced with bill basis 
thereby not only changing the service condition but also the period of mode of payment. The 
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petitioner alleges that respondent has not only violated the specific provisions of the Industrial 
Disputes Act but also ignored notification No. FFE-B-C(1)-35/2009 Shimla-2 issued by the 
Government of H.P. regarding engaging of workers on muster rolls even after introduction of bill 
basis system. The bill basis system was introduced in all the Divisions of District Chamba in the 
year 2014 but in the case of petitioner this condition was violated by the respondent. According to 
petitioner he is entitled to be issued muster roll as he continued daily wager at the time when 
system was introduced in District Chamba. Thus total period of his service was to be treated as on 
muster roll basis since 28.9.2009 for the purpose of completion of 160 days in a calendar year. 
According to petitioner, respondent by their act and conduct has snatched the opportunity of 
petitioner for getting benefit of regularization within a period of 8 years as per policy of 
Government which amounts to unfair labour practice under the provisions of the Act. The 
petitioner alleged that he is entitled for back wages, seniority, past service benefits and 
regularization as per policy of the State Government and as per common judgment of Hon’ble High 
Court of H.P.  in CWP No. 2735 of 2010 decided on 28.7.2010 titled as Rakesh Kumar vs. State of 
H.P. It is alleged that respondent has regualrized the services of persons junior to the petitioner who 
were engaged on muster roll basis after petitioner. This action of respondent in respect of the 
petitioner was highly unjustified. The respondent has also violated the principle of ‘last come first 
go’ as person junior to the petitioner  have been retained continuously without any breaks and also 
granted the benefits of regularization. The petitioner has mentioned the names of the workers in the 
petition whose services have been regularized  by the respondent department. According to 
petitioner he never remained close for work since the year 2008 but the respondent has 
intentionally given fictional breaks without any fault on the part of the petitioner despite 
availability of work. Had the services of the petitioner not been interrupted by giving 
artificial/fictional breaks he would have completed 8 years of continuous services as on 31.12.2015 
and would have become entitled for regularization of his daily wage services w.e.f. 1.1.2016. The 
petitioner would have also been entitled for work charge/regularization w.e.f. 1.1.2016 as the 
common judgment of Hon’ble High Court titled as Rakesh Kumar vs. State of H.P. In view of the 
facts and circumstances the petitioner has prayed that the period of intermittent fictional breaks 
given to the petitioner by the respondent during his entire service period may be counted towards 
the calculation of continuous service of 160 days in each calendar year. It is also prayed that  the 
services of the petitioner may be regularized w.e.f. 1.1.2016 under 8 years of regularization policy 
along-with back wages, seniority, past service benefits and compensation from the respondent 
department.  
 

 3. In reply to the claim petition the respondent has raised preliminary objections qua 
maintainability, suppression of material facts, petition being bad due to period of limitation and 
being time barred and estopple. On merits, it is asserted that petitioner was not engaged in Purthi 
Range of Pangi Forest Division w.e.f. June, 2008 however as per record the petitioner worked in 
Purthi Range w.e.f. April, 2001 which is clear from the mandays chart produced by the respondent. 
It is also  asserted that petitioner had been working with the respondent on the lowest quotation and 
accordingly payments were made to him as per measurement of work done by him. The services of 
daily wagers were being regularized as per policy of Government of H.P. who have completed 
minimum 160 days of work in a calendar year. On the other hand the petitioner has worked with 
the replying respondent on  lowest quotation rate and on the basis of which the payment was being 
made to him. It is denied that petitioner was disengaged and re-engaged by giving fictional breaks 
but only those workers were regularized who completed 8 years of continuous service with 
minimum 160 days of work in one calendar year. The services of the petitioner cannot be 
considered towards regularization due to reason that he had not completed five years continuously 
with minimum 160 days in a calendar year. It is also denied that the services of the petitioner were 
terminated orally by the department as the petitioner had actually worked in Purthi Range Forest 
Division. The respondent has denied violation of the principle of ‘last come first go’ in the present 
case. Other averments made in the petition were denied and it is prayed that petition deserves to be 
dismissed.                                                                              
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 4. In rejoinder preliminary objections were denied facts stated in the petition are 
reasserted and reaffirmed.  
 
 5. On the basis of the pleadings of the parties, the following issues were framed for 
adjudication and determination:— 
 
  1. Whether the services of the petitioner are liable to be regularized by the 

respondent as per the policies of the government as claimed?  . . OPP. 
 
  2. If issue no.1 is proved in affirmative, to what relief, the petitioner is entitled to? 
          . . OPP. 
 
  3. Whether the claim petition is not maintainable, as alleged?  . . OPR. 
 
  4. Whether the petitioner has not come to this Court with clean hands and has 

suppressed the material facts, as alleged. If so, its effect?  . . OPR. 
 
  5. Whether the claim petition is bad due to delay and laches, as alleged?  . . OPR. 
 
  6. Whether the petitioner is estopped to file the present case at his own act, conduct 

& acquiescence, as alleged?   . . OPR. 
 
   Relief   
 
 6. In order to prove his case the petitioner has produced on record his affidavit wherein 
he reiterated the fact stated in the petition.  He also produced on record seniority list Ext. P1, notice 
dated 27.11.2020 Ext. P2, order dated 12.6.2017 Ext. P3, orders dated 5.7.2017 Ext. P4 to Ext. P7, 
judgment dated 22.4.2013 Ex. P8, order dated 10.12.2020 Ex. P9 and reply to demand notice along-
with mandays chart Ext. P10. 
 
 7. Respondent has examined Shri Devender Singh Dadhwal s/o Shri Rattan Singh 
presently posted as Divisional Forest Officer, Forest Division Pangi, District Chamba, H.P. by way 
of affidavit Ext. RW1/A wherein he reiterated the facts mentioned in the reply. He also produced 
on record  copy of mandays along-with bills of the petitioner Ext. RW1/B. 
   
 8. I have heard the learned Counsel for the petitioner as well as learned Deputy District 
Attorney for the respondent at length and records perused.  
 
 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  :   Decided accordingly 
 
  Issue No. 3  :   No 
 
  Issue No. 4  :   No 
 
  Issue No. 5  :   No 
 
  Issue No. 6  :   No 
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  Relief    :   Claim petition is partly allowed per operative portion of the 

   Award.  
 

REASONS FOR FINDINGS 
 

Issue No.1 
 
 10. In the reply on behalf of respondent it is mentioned that the petitioner had worked in 
Purthi Forest Range w.e.f. April, 2001 largely on lowest quotation rates/payments. Petitioner has 
stated on oath that he had worked on muster roll basis since 2008 and was given intentional breaks 
by the respondent thus his condition of service were changed in the year 2009 without notice which 
act on the part of the respondent is violation of the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act. He has 
also alleged that he was intentionally provided fictional breaks. He has denied that department has 
invited quotation and his quotation was lowest. He further denied that he was never kept on service 
or disengaged by the respondent. Petitioner also denied that he had never worked for continuously 
160 days in a calendar year and never worked on daily wage basis with the department.  
 
 11. Respondent has examined Shri Devender Singh Dadhwal, Divisional Forest Officer as 
RW1 who has admitted that vide Ext. RW1/B copy of mandays chart the department has engaged 
the petitioner as beldar/daily wager since 2001. He asserts that petitioner was engaged for seasonal 
work from time to time and not continuously. This witness also admits that there is no notification 
of seasonal work but later on states that such notification exists. Respondent department however 
has not produced any such notification on record during course of evidence. RW1 Shri Devender 
Singh Dadhwal admits that petitioner was  employed on bill basis from his earlier muster roll basis 
but no notice was given. Ext. RW1/B shows that  after the petitioner was employed on muster roll 
in 2001 he was further employed on bill basis in 2006, 2007 and 2009 onwards. In between he 
worked on daily wage basis from 1.11.2007 to 20.11.2007, 1.12.2008 to 3.12.2008 and 1.4.2009 to 
30.4.2009. During the above interval petitioner was alternatively employed on bill basis and muster 
roll basis from time to time without any notice qua changing of his service condition. RW1 has 
admitted that since his initial employment the petitioner is continuing to work with the department. 
He is unable to state that petitioner was ever absent from work. He admits that  the department 
failed to produce the mandays of the work done by the petitioner on bill basis and he also admits 
that respondent department has failed to produce quotations, notification of bid and documents 
pertaining to bids to petty contractor neither schedule rates have been produced. It has been held by  
Hon’ble High Court of H.P. in Ram Singh vs. State of Himachal Pradesh and others in CWP 
No.789 of 2024, decided on 4.7.2024 has observed in para nos. 5 and 6 as follows:— 
 
 “5. It is not in dispute that the petitioner is serving with the respondents-Department since 

2015 continuously by putting in more than 240 days in each calendar. It appears that in 
order to deny such kind of workmen, the benefits of regularization, respondent-State 
has come with the nomenclature of “bill basis” but, fact of the matter still remains that 
be it a daily wager or a bill basis worker, he is serving the Department regularly 
putting in more than 240 days in each calendar.  

 
 
 6. This Court of the considered view that the distinction, which is now being created by 

the respondents-  Department between a daily wage worker and a bill base worker is 
violative of Article 14 of the Constitution of India. Be it a daily wage worker or a bill 
base worker, he is rendering the same service to the Department. Therefore, in the 
absence of their being any intelligible differentia between a daily wage worker and bill 
base worker, the classification that has been made by the Department cannot pass the 
touch stone of Article 14 of the Constitution of India”. 
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 12. Learned counsel for the petitioner has vehemently argued that despite the fact admitted 
by RW1 Shri Devender Singh Dadhwal that notification of bill basis is regarding to keeping on 
work in the year 2009, the petitioner was shown to have been engaged on bill basis since the year 
2006. Thus the respondent has violated the provisions of Section 9-A of the Industrial Disputes 
Act. Respondent has deliberately provided fictional breaks to petitioner and not allowed him to 
complete 160 days of work despite availability of work. Admittedly the petitioner had continued to 
work with the respondent from year 2006 till 2019. Non production of mandays record with respect 
to alleged work on bill basis would lead this court to draw inference against the respondent and 
petitioner is presumed to have worked with the respondent for the requisite number of mandays 
necessary to be counted as continuous period of employment with the respondent. The condition of 
service of petitioner have been changed in violation of the provisions of Section 9-A of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. It is also clear that respondent was giving deliberate fictional breaks and 
consistently changing condition of service of petitioner from muster rolls basis to bill basis in order 
to avoid to keep of record of number of mandays rendered by the petitioner while in service with 
the respondent. The above act of the respondent not only violated the provisions of Industrial 
Disputes Act but also amounts to unfair labour practices in violation of the fundamental rights of 
the petitioner. The document Ext. P1 produced on record by the petitioner shows that the persons 
who have been appointed after the appointment of the petitioner at serial nos. 9, 10 & 11 have 
already been regularized by the department. Consequently the services of petitioner w.e.f. 2006 to 
2019 have to be counted as continuous service for the purpose of his regularization and 
consequential benefits as per policies of the Government. Issue No.1 is accordingly decided in the 
favour of petitioner. 
  
Issue No. 2 
 
 13. It has been proved from the oral as well as documentary evidence produced before this 
court that petitioner was initially employed in the year 2001 on daily wage basis. Subsequent to the 
year 2006 he was being alternatively employment on daily wage basis and bill basis. Fictional 
breaks were given in his service without any proof of seasonal nature of work and respondent has 
failed to keep record of mandays which have been rendered by him during his service shown to 
have been carried out on the bill basis. In view of the findings on issue no.1 above the petitioner is 
held to be in continuous employment of the respondent since 2006 onwards. He is held entitled for 
all the consequential benefits including  regularization as per policy of the Government from the 
date of his juniors have been regularized by the department. Issue no.2 is accordingly decided in the 
favour of the petitioner.  
 
Issues No. 3, 4, 5 & 6 
 
 14. The onus of proving these issues was on the respondent. Nothing appears from the 
pleadings  of the parties as well as evidence produced on record to show that the petitioner has 
suppressed the material facts from this court or the petitioner is estopped to file the claim out of  his 
own act and conduct. As per mandays produced before this court he has continuously worked with 
the department. The juniors of the petitioner were regularized in the year 2017. In these 
circumstances there is no inordinate delay in preferring the present claim petition on the part of the 
petitioner. Accordingly issues no. 3 to 6 are decided in the favour of the petitioner  and the claim 
petition is maintainable.  
 
 
Relief 
 15. In view of my discussion on the issues no. 1 to 6 above, the claim petition succeeds 
and is partly allowed. The petitioner shall be considered to be in a continuous service as daily 
wager from July 2006 onwards. He is held entitled for all the consequential benefits including 
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regularization as per policy of the Government from the date of his juniors have been regularized 
by the department. Parties are left to bear their costs. 
 
 16.  The reference is answered in aforesaid terms. A copy of this Award be sent to the 
appropriate Government for publication in the official gazette. File after due completion be 
consigned to the Record Room. 
 
 Announced in the open Court today, this 8th day of January, 2025.  

Sd/- 
 (PARVEEN CHAUHAN),     

Presiding Judge, 
Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal,     

Kangra at Dharamshala, H.P. 
(Camp at Chamba). 

 
_____________ 

         
    
IN THE COURT OF SH. PARVEEN CHAUHAN, PRESIDING JUDGE, LABOUR COURT-

CUM-INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KANGRA AT DHARAMSHALA (H.P.) 
 
     Reference No.     : 104/2023 
 
     Date of Institution   : 29.11.2023 
 
     Date of Decision  : 14.01.2025  
 
 Shri Kuldeep Kumar s/o Shri Parshotam Chand, r/o V.P.O. Durgella, Tehsil Shahpur, 
District Kangra, H.P.       . . Petitioner.   
 

Versus 
 
 The Managing Director, M/s Kangra Herbs (P) Limited, V.P.O. Durgella, Tehsil Shahpur, 
District Kangra, H.P.       . . Respondent.  
 

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

AWARD 
 
 The following reference has been received by this court for adjudication from the 
appropriate Authority/Deputy  Labour Commissioner: 
  
 “Whether the action of the Managing Director, M/s Kangra Herbs (P) Limited, V.P.O. 

Durgella, Tehsil Shahpur, District Kangra, H.P. to close down their establishment w.e.f.   
08-12-2022 vide notice dated 07-12-2022 (copy enclosed) and terminating the services of 
Shri Kuldeep Kumar s/o Shri Parshotam Chand, r/o V.P.O. Durgella, Tehsil Shahpur, 
District Kangra, H.P. w.e.f. 08-12-2022 without paying his legal dues as per applicable 
labour laws and without complying with the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, 
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is legal and justified? If not, what relief of service benefits, the aggrieved workman is 
entitled to from the above employer/Management?” 

 
 2. Vide separate statement of petitioner Shri Kuldeep Kumar which is duly identified   
Shri Vishal Awasthy, Ld. Advocate, he (petitioner) intends to withdraw the present claim/ 
reference.  
  
 3. In view of the above statement of petitioner the present claim/reference is dismissed as 
withdrawn. The parties are left to bear their costs. 
 
 4.  The reference is answered in aforesaid terms. A copy of this Award be sent to the 
appropriate Government for publication in the official gazette. File after due completion be 
consigned to the Record Room. 
 
 Announced in the open Court today, this 14th day of January, 2025.  
 

 Sd/- 
 (PARVEEN CHAUHAN),     

Presiding Judge, 
Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal,     

Kangra at Dharamshala, H.P. 
 

_____________ 
         
 
IN THE COURT OF SH. PARVEEN CHAUHAN, PRESIDING JUDGE, LABOUR COURT-

CUM-INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KANGRA AT DHARAMSHALA (H.P.) 
 
     Reference No.     :  108/2023 
 
     Date of Institution   :  29.11.2023 
 
     Date of Decision  :  14.01.2025  
 
 Shri Ajay Kumar s/o Shri Roop Lal, r/o V.P.O. Durgella, Tehsil Shahpur, District Kangra, 
H.P.          . . Petitioner.   
 

Versus 
 
 The Managing Director, M/s Kangra Herbs (P) Limited, V.P.O. Durgella, Tehsil Shahpur, 
District Kangra, H.P.       . . Respondent.  
 

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

AWARD 
 
 The following reference has been received by this court for adjudication from the 
appropriate Authority/Deputy  Labour Commissioner : 
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  “Whether the action of the Managing Director, M/s Kangra Herbs  (P) Limited, V.P.O. 
Durgella, Tehsil Shahpur, District Kangra, H.P. to close down their establishment w.e.f.                
08-12-2022 vide notice dated 07-10-2022 (copy enclosed) and terminating the services of Shri Ajay 
Kumar s/o Shri Roop Lal, r/o V.P.O. Durgella, Tehsil Shahpur, District Kangra, H.P. w.e.f. 08-12-
2022 without paying his legal dues as per applicable labour laws and without complying with the 
provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, is legal and justified? If not, what relief of service 
benefits, the aggrieved workman is entitled to from the above employer/Management?” 
 
 2. Vide separate statement of petitioner Shri Ajay Kumar which is duly identified Shri 
Vishal Awasthy, Ld. Advocate, he (petitioner) intends to withdraw the present claim/ reference. 
   
 3. In view of the above statement of petitioner the present claim/reference is dismissed as 
withdrawn. The parties are left to bear their costs. 
 
 4.  The reference is answered in aforesaid terms. A copy of this Award be sent to the 
appropriate Government for publication in the official gazette. File after due completion be 
consigned to the Record Room. 
 
 Announced in the open Court today, this 14th day of January, 2025.  
 

     Sd/- 
 (PARVEEN CHAUHAN),     

Presiding Judge, 
Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal,     

Kangra at Dharamshala, H.P. 
 

_____________ 
         
 
IN THE COURT OF SH. PARVEEN CHAUHAN, PRESIDING JUDGE, LABOUR COURT-

CUM-INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KANGRA AT DHARAMSHALA (H.P.) 
 
     Reference No.     :  111/2023 
 
     Date of Institution   :  29.11.2023 
 
     Date of Decision  :  14.01.2025  
 
 Shri Dinesh Kumar s/o Shri Roshan Lal, r/o Village Dugiyari, P.O. Tiyara, Tehsil Shahpur, 
District Kangra, H.P.       . . Petitioner. 
   

Versus 
 
 The Managing Director, M/S Kangra Herbs (P) Limited, V.P.O. Durgella, Tehsil Shahpur, 
District Kangra, H.P.       . . Respondent.  
 
 

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

    For the Petitioner : Petitioner in person  
 
    For Respondent   : Sh. Vishal Awasthy, Ld. Adv. 
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AWARD 

 
 The following reference has been received by this court for adjudication from the 
appropriate Authority/Deputy  Labour Commissioner : 
  
 “Whether the action of the Managing Director, M/s Kangra Herbs (P) Limited, V.P.O. 

Durgella, Tehsil Shahpur, District Kangra, H.P. to close down their establishment w.e.f.    
08-12-2022 vide notice dated 07-10-2022 (copy enclosed) and terminating the services of 
Shri Dinesh Kumar s/o Shri Roshan Lal, r/o Village Dugiyari, P.O. Tiyara, Tehsil Shahpur, 
District Kangra, H.P. w.e.f. 08-12-2022 without paying his legal dues as per applicable 
labour laws and without complying with the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, 
is legal and justified? If not, what relief of service benefits, the aggrieved workman is 
entitled to from the above employer/Management?” 

 
 2. Vide separate statement of petitioner Shri Dinesh Kumar which is duly identified Shri 
Vishal Awasthy, Ld. Advocate. He (petitioner) intends to withdraw the present claim/ reference.  
  
 3. In view of the above statement of petitioner the present claim/reference is dismissed as 
withdrawn. The parties are left to bear their costs. 
 
 4.  The reference is answered in aforesaid terms. A copy of this Award be sent to the 
appropriate Government for publication in the official gazette. File after due completion be 
consigned to the Record Room. 
 
 Announced in the open Court today, this 14th day of January, 2025.  
 

     Sd/- 
 (PARVEEN CHAUHAN),     

Presiding Judge, 
Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal,     

Kangra at Dharamshala, H.P. 
 

_____________ 
         
 
IN THE COURT OF SH. PARVEEN CHAUHAN, PRESIDING JUDGE, LABOUR COURT-

CUM-INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KANGRA AT DHARAMSHALA (H.P.) 
 
     Reference No.  :  493/2016 
 
     Date of Institution   :  22.08.2016 
 
     Date of Decision  :  15.01.2025 
 
 Shri Surender Kumar s/o Shri Daya Ram, r/o Village Roura Jaman, P.O. Tarsu, Tehsil    
Shri Naina Deviji, District Bilaspur, H.P.   . . Petitioner.  
 

Versus 

 
 1. The Partners, M/s Universal Electric Engineers, Dalhousie Road Pathankot, Punjab 
(Contractor). 
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 2. The Executive Engineer, Changer Area Lift Irrigation Project Division, Bassi, District 
Bilaspur, H.P. (Principal Employer)    . . Respondents. 

Reference under Section 10 (1) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
 
    For the Petitioner       :  Sh. Vijay Kaundal, Ld. Adv. 
 
    For the Respondent No. 1    :  Sh. Manish Awasthi, Ld. Adv. 
 
    For Respondent No. 2      :  Sh. Anil Sharma, Ld. Dy. D.A. 
 

AWARD 
 
 The following reference has been received by this court for adjudication from the 
appropriate Government/Deputy Labour Commissioner : 
  
 “Whether termination of services of Shri Surender Kumar s/o Shri Daya Ram, r/o Village 

Roura Jaman, P.O. Tarsu, Tehsil Shri Naina Deviji, District Bilaspur, H.P. w.e.f.                
01-07-2012 by (i) the Partners, M/s Universal Electric Engineers, Dalhousie Road 
Pathankot, Punjab (Contractor) and (ii) the Executive Engineer, Changer Area Lift 
Irrigation Project Division Bassi, District Bilaspur, H.P. (Principal Employer), without 
complying with the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, is legal and justified? If 
not, what amount of back wages, seniority, past service benefits and compensation the 
above worker is entitled to from the above employers?” 

 
 2.  The brief facts as stated in the claim petition are that the petitioner had worked as daily 
wage beldar with respondent no. 2 in Changer Area, Medium Lift Irrigation Scheme w.e.f. 
1.11.2011 till 30.6.2012 continuously. The petitioner alleges that his daily wages services were 
terminated by the verbal order dated 01.07.2012 without any reason and  without any  notice which 
amounts  to unfair labour practice on the part of the respondent. It is also alleged that on 1.7.2012 
the respondents had allotted the work on contract without providing any information  and all the 
matter kept confidential.  The petitioner alleged that  the respondent has violated the provisions of 
Section 25B, 25-F(b), 25-G and 25-H of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and principle of  ‘Last 
Come First Go’. He alleged that he has worked for more 240 days in a year. He is unemployed and 
till date no employment is available to him. The petitioner has prayed for reinstatement of service 
along-with seniority and continuity of service  and other consequential benefit and back wages. 
   
 3. In reply on behalf of respondent no.1 preliminary objections qua maintainability, non 
joinder of necessary party and no employer employee relationship between the respondent no.1 and 
petitioner have been raised.  On merit, it is denied that the petitioner had worked continuously 
w.e.f. 1.11.2011 to 30.6.2012. It is asserted that  neither the petitioner was part time nor regular 
employee of respondent no.1 but he was daily rated casual labourer and his services were engaged 
as a daily rated casual labourer for operation of pumping machinery by respondent no. 2. The 
petitioner was a contractual labourer and the contract of the respondent no.1 with respondent no.2 
come to an end in May, 2013 and as such the services of the petitioner were no more required by 
the respondent no.1. It is asserted that before completion of contract one month prior notice was 
given to the petitioner as well as all the payments of labourer were cleared till May, 2013. It is 
asserted that after completion of the work of respondent no.1 a new contract of operation and 
maintenance for the same pumping machinery was awarded to one Shri Vijay Kumar Contractor, 
M/s Vasudev Electrical VPO Mojowal (Naya Nangal), Punjab and the same labour had worked 
under the said contractor. All the other averments made in the claim petition are denied in parawise 
and it is prayed that the claim of the petitioner deserves to be dismissed. 
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  4. In reply on behalf of respondent no. 2 has raised preliminary objections qua 
maintainability and no employer employee relationship between the respondent no.2 and petitioner. 
On merits, it is denied that the petitioner was engaged as daily wage helper on 1.11.2011 by the 
respondent no. 2 and he (petitioner) worked upto 30.6.2012 with the respondent no.2.  It is also 
denied that the work was allotted to contractor on 1.7.2012 through tender. It is denied that the 
respondent no. 2 had terminated the services of the petitioner. It is asserted that the Changer Area 
Medium Lift Irrigation Project was constructed through various contractors and after its completion 
it was awarded to various contractors for operation and maintenance of the same project by 
outsourcing of labour in the year 2012-13.  The petitioner was never engaged nor terminated  by the 
respondent, thus there was no relationship of employer and employee between the respondent No. 2  
and petitioner.  It is also asserted that neither the petitioner nor other workers were engaged  by the 
respondent no. 2 when the petitioner along-with other workers raised demand notice before the 
Labour-cum-Conciliation Officer then the respondent filed  reply vide letter No. 2160-62 dated   
08-01-2014 along-with list of workers mentioned in the demand notice before the Labour-cum-
Conciliation Officer Bilaspur. Other averments made in the petition were denied and it is prayed 
that the petition deserved to be dismissed. 
 
 5. In rejoinder the preliminary objections were  denied and facts stated in the petition 
have been reasserted and reaffirmed.  
 
 6. On the basis of the pleadings of the parties, the following issues were framed for 
adjudication and determination:— 
 
  1. Whether termination of services of the petitioner by the respondents w.e.f.         

01-07-2012 is/was illegal and unjustified, as alleged?  . . OPP. 
 
  2. If issue no.1 is  proved in affirmative, to what service benefits the petitioner is 

entitled to?     . .  OPP. 
 
  3. Whether the claim petition is not maintainable, as alleged?  . . OPR. 
 
  4. Whether the claim petition is bad for non-joinder of necessary parties, as alleged? 
          . . OPR. 
 
  5. Whether there exists no relationship of employer and employee between the 

petitioner and respondents, as alleged?  . . OPR. 
 
   Relief   
  
 7. The petitioner in order to prove his case examined himself by way of affidavit  Ext. 
PW1/A wherein  he reiterated  the facts alleged in the claim petition.   
 
 8. It is pertinent to mention here that respondent no.1 had given many opportunities to 
adduce evidence despite this fact neither steps have been taken nor witnesses have been produced 
before this court  by respondent no.1 hence the evidence of respondent no.1 was closed by the order 
of court on 22.11.2024.   
 
 9. Respondent no. 2 examined Sh. Satish Kumar Sharma, Executive Engineer, Jal Shakti 
Division Bilaspur by way of affidavit Ex. RW1/A.  He also produced on record copy of list of 
employees submitted by respondent no.1 Ext. RW1/B, copy of list of attendance Ext. RW1/C, copy 
of list of applicants Ext. RW1/D, copy of notice inviting tender Ext. RW1/E, copy of letter dated 
8.1.2014 Ext. RW1/F, copy of letter to respondent no.1 Ext. RW1/G, copy of letter to KD Sharma 
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Ext. RW1/H, copy of letter to respondent no.1 Ext. RW1/J, copy of letter to Vijay Kumar Ext. 
RW1/K, copy of letter to Vijay Kumar Ext. RW1/L, copy of letter to Ravinder singh Ext. RW1/M 
and copy of letter to Vijay Kumar Ext. RW1/N.  
 
 10. I have heard the learned Counsel for the petitioner as well as learned Dy. D.A. for the 
respondent   at  length and records perused.  
 
 11. For the reasons to be recorded hereinafter while discussing the issues for 
determination, my findings thereon are as under: 
 
  Issue No. 1  :  No 
 
  Issue No. 2  :  No 
 
  Issue No. 3  :  Yes 
 
  Issue No. 4  :  No 
 
  Issue No. 5  :  Yes 
 
  Relief    :  Claim petition is dismissed per operative portion of the 

Award. 
 

REASONS FOR FINDINGS 
 

Issues No.1 and 5 
 
 12. Both the issues shall be taken up together for the purpose of adjudication. 
 
 13. The petitioner has asserted that his services were engaged by respondent no. 2 w.e.f. 
1.11.2011 on daily wage on muster roll basis in the capacity of beldar without any appointment 
letter and thereafter he continued to work with the respondent No. 2 till 30.6.2012 under the control 
and supervision of the Junior Engineer/Assistant Engineer, Bassi.  The petitioner also asserts that 
he had completed 240 days of work and his attendance was marked and payment was made by 
Junior Engineer every month. The petitioner further asserted that at the time of his appointment he 
was asked to produce his birth certificate, qualification and two passport size photos by the 
respondent No. 2. He performed his duty in Changer Area Lift Irrigation Project Bassi. While 
alleging his illegal termination by respondent no. 2 on 1.7.2012 he has very categorically stated that 
he has never worked during service with respondent no.1 contractor w.e.f. 1.11.2011 to 30.6.2012. 
The respondent no.1 had never issued any appointment letter to him regarding his engagement and 
did not make any payment during his period of service. He also alleges that attendance of petitioner 
was not marked by respondent no.1.  
 
 
 14. Respondent no.1 in their reply have submitted that they had engaged the services of the 
petitioner as daily rated casual labour for the operation of pumping machinery by respondent no. 2. 
The contract of respondent no.1 with respondent no. 2 came to an end in May, 2013 consequently 
the services of petitioner were not more required  as it was linked to the length of contract of 
respondent no.1 with respondent no.2. Respondent no.1 further asserts that they had given one 
month’s prior notice to the claimant/petitioner before completion of the contract and all the 
payment of labourer were cleared till 2013. No evidence could be produced by respondent no.1 
despite opportunity. 
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  15. The statement of petitioner in claim petition points towards the fact that the petitioner 
has confined his claim only against respondent no. 2. In cross-examination the petitioner has denied 
that he had worked under different contractors at different time or project or that he was employed 
by respondent no.1 and also his services came to an end after the completion of the contract 
between respondent no.1 and respondent no. 2. 
 
 16. RW1 Shri Satish Kumar Sharma, Executive Engineer has deposed that the petitioner 
was engaged on outsource basis through contractor respondent no.1 under the scheme of A/R and 
M/O Medium Lift Irrigation Project Changer Area from Anandpur Hydel Channel. He alleges that 
petitioner was an employee of respondent no.1 thus he was neither engaged nor terminated by 
respondent no. 2. The copy of notice inviting tender Ext.RW1/E and the letters Ext.RW1/F, 
Ext.RW1/G, Ext.RW1/H, Ext.RW1/J and Ext.RW1/K, Ext.RW1/L, Ext.RW1/M and Ext.RW1/N 
also show that various works of scheme were given on contract to various private contractors for 
particular period of time. In the pleadings presented on behalf of respondent no.1 the contention of 
respondent no. 2 has been accepted and it is also mentioned that the petitioner was employed by 
respondent no.1 for the period of contract which was assigned to it by respondent no. 2. 
Considering the claim which has been preferred on behalf of petitioner the onus to prove the 
employer employee relationship between the petitioner and respondent no. 2 was solely on the 
petitioner. This fact has been denied and contested by respondent no.2 hence oral and documentary 
evidence in this regard was to be produced initially by the petitioner. Except the bald statement of 
petitioner there is no other oral and documentary evidence pointing towards the fact that the 
petitioner had been appointed  and was terminated by the order of the respondent no. 2. The 
document Ext. RW1/B, Ext. RW1/C are the documents prepared by respondent nos.1 and 2 
regarding the work done by the workers under them and also their date of engagement as well as 
attendance for June, 2012. Ext. RW1/D is merely a list of workers who had raised their claim 
against the respondents. RW1 Shri Satish Kumar Sharma has admitted that project was supervised 
by the official of the department but denied that contract was merely a formality. He has denied that 
petitioner was employed and terminated by respondent no. 2. He however admits that the 
department has no license under Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act of 1970 nor any 
document has been produced on record which would exempt the department from obtaining license 
under Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act of 1970. Hon’ble Supreme Court in Dena 
Nath and Ors vs. National Fertilizers Ltd. and Ors, AIR 1992 SC 457 has held as follows:— 
 
 “….The only consequences provided in the Act where either the principal employer or the 

labour contractor violates the provision of Sections 9 and 12 respectively is the penal 
provision, as envisaged under the Act for which reference may be made to Sections 
23 and 25 of the Act. We are thus of the firm view that in proceedings under Article 226 of 
the Constitution merely because contractor or the employer had violated any provision of 
the Act or the rules, the Court could not issue any mandamus for deeming the contract 
labour as having become the employees of the principal employer. We would not like to 
express any view on the decision of the Karnataka High Court or of the Gujarat High Court 
(supra) since these decisions are under challenge in this court, but we would place on record 
that we do not agree with the aforequoted observations of the Madras High Court about the 
effect of non-registration of the principal employer or the non-licensing of the labour 
contractor nor with the view of Bombay High Court in the aforesaid case. We are of the 
view that the decisions of the Kerala High Court and Delhi High Court are correct and we 
approve the same”. 

 
 17. There is nothing on record to exhibit that document pertaining to the engagement of 
labourers through a contractor were merely a camouflage or that the workmen had actually been 
employed by the department i.e. respondent no. 2. There is no evidence of direct supervision of the 
workmen, appointment and termination by respondent no. 2. The record for payment being 
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received directly by respondent no. 2 is also not produced by the petitioner thus even in the absence 
of mandatory license of Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act of 1970, the petitioner 
workman cannot be treated as an employee of the principle employer i.e. respondent no. 2. The 
claim of petitioner against respondent no. 1 being wholly unpressed, there is nothing to prove 
employment of employer and employee relationship between the petitioner and respondent no. 2. In 
these circumstances it cannot be held that petitioner’s services were illegally terminated by the 
respondents. Accordingly issues no. 1 and 5 are decided in the favour of the respondents.  
 
Issue No. 2 
 
 18. The onus of proving this issue was on the petitioner. The petitioner has failed to 
discharge burden of proving employer employee relationship between petitioner and respondent 
no.2 against which the relief has been claimed hence petitioner is not entitled to the relief prayed 
for and this issue is also decided in the favour of the respondents.  
 
Issue No. 3 
 
 19. Maintainability of petition was challenged by the respondent on the ground that 
petitioner had not worked under the respondent. The work of irrigation scheme has been awarded to 
respondent no.1 and the petitioner has however denied that he was ever employed by respondent 
no.1, nor pressed his claim against respondent no.1. In these circumstances the present petition is 
not maintainable.  
 
Issue No. 4 
 
 20. In the present case in addition to the petitioner the principle employer as well as the 
contractor who has obtained labour by way of outsource have been impleaded as party in the claim 
petition. It appears from the circumstances of the claim that there was no any other necessary or 
proper parties to the present claim hence the claim is not bad for non-joinder of necessary parties.  
 
Relief 
 
 21. In view of my findings on the issues no. 1, 2, 3 and  5 above the claim petition filed on 
behalf of the petitioner is not maintainable and the same is dismissed. Parties are left to bear their 
costs. 
 
 22.  The reference is answered in aforesaid terms. A copy of this Award be sent to the 
appropriate Government for publication in the official gazette. File after due completion be 
consigned to the Record Room. 
 
 
 Announced in the open Court today, this 15th  day of January, 2025.  
 
 
 

     Sd/- 
 (PARVEEN CHAUHAN),     

Presiding Judge, 
Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal,     

Kangra at Dharamshala, H.P. 
 

_____________ 
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IN THE COURT OF SH. PARVEEN CHAUHAN, PRESIDING JUDGE, LABOUR COURT-

CUM-INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KANGRA AT DHARAMSHALA (H.P.) 
 
     Reference No.  :  491/2016 
 
     Date of Institution   :  22.08.2016 
 
     Date of Decision  :  15.01.2025 
 
 Shri Gurbhajan Singh s/o Shri Ram Asra, r/o Village Baherda, P.O. Bassi, Tehsil Shri Naina 
Deviji, District Bilaspur, H.P.     . . Petitioner. 
  

Versus 
 
 1. The Partners, M/s Universal Electric Engineers, Dalhousie Road Pathankot, Punjab 
(Contractor). 
 
 2. The Executive Engineer, Changer Area Lift Irrigation Project Division, Bassi, District 
Bilaspur, H.P. (Principal Employer)    . . Respondents. 

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

 
    For the Petitioner       :  Sh. Vijay Kaundal, Ld. Adv. 
 
    For the Respondent No. 1    :  Sh. Manish Awasthi, Ld. Adv. 
 
    For Respondent No. 2      : Sh.Anil Sharma, Ld. Dy.D.A. 
 

AWARD 
 
 The following reference has been received by this court for adjudication from the 
appropriate Government/Deputy Labour Commissioner : 
  
 “Whether termination of services of Shri Gurbhajan Singh s/o Shri Ram Asra, r/o Village 

Baherda, P.O. Bassi, Tehsil Shri Naina Deviji, District Bilaspur, H.P. w.e.f. 01-07-2012 by 
(i) the Partners, M/s Universal Electric Engineers, Dalhousie Road Pathankot, Punjab 
(Contractor) and (ii) the Executive Engineer, Changer Area Lift Irrigation Project Division 
Bassi, District Bilaspur, H.P. (Principal Employer), without complying with the provisions 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, is legal and justified? If not, what amount of back 
wages, seniority, past service benefits and compensation the above worker is entitled to 
from the above employers?” 

 
 2. The brief facts as stated in the claim petition are that the petitioner had worked as daily 
wage Mali with respondent no.2 in Changer Area, Medium Lift Irrigation Scheme w.e.f. 1.5.2011 
till 30.6.2012 continuously. The petitioner alleges that his daily wages services were terminated by 
the verbal order dated 01.07.2012 without any reason and  without any  notice which amounts  to 
unfair labour practice on the part of the respondent. It is also alleged that on 1.7.2012 the 
respondents had allotted the work on contract without providing any information  and all the matter 
kept confidential.  The petitioner alleged that  the respondent has violated the provisions of Section 
25B, 25-F(b), 25-G and 25-H of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and principle of  ‘Last Come 
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First Go’. He alleged that he has worked for more 240 days in a year. He is unemployed and till 
date no employment is available to him. The petitioner has prayed for reinstatement of service 
along-with seniority and continuity of service  and other consequential benefit and back wages.   
 
 3. In reply on behalf of respondent no.1 preliminary objections qua maintainability, non 
joinder of necessary party and no employer employee relationship between the respondent no.1 and 
petitioner have been raised.  On merit, it is denied that the petitioner had worked continuously 
w.e.f. 1.11.2011 to 30.6.2012. It is asserted that  neither the petitioner was part time nor regular 
employee of respondent no.1 but he was daily rated casual labourer and his services were engaged 
as a daily rated casual labourer for operation of pumping machinery by respondent no. 2. The 
petitioner was a contractual labourer and the contract of the respondent no.1 with respondent no. 2 
come to an end in May, 2013 and as such the services of the petitioner were no more required by 
the respondent no.1. It is asserted that before completion of contract one month prior notice was 
given to the petitioner as well as all the payments of labourer were cleared till May, 2013. It is 
asserted that after completion of the work of respondent no.1 a new contract of operation and 
maintenance for the same pumping machinery was awarded to one Shri Vijay Kumar Contractor, 
M/s Vasudev Electrical V.P.O. Mojowal (Naya Nangal), Punjab and the same labour had worked 
under the said contractor. All the other averments made in the claim petition are denied in parawise 
and it is prayed that the claim of the petitioner deserves to be dismissed.  
 
4.  In reply on behalf of respondent no. 2 has raised preliminary objections qua 
maintainability and no employer employee relationship between the respondent no. 2 and 
petitioner. On merits, it is denied that the petitioner was engaged as daily wage helper on 1.5.2011 
by the respondent no. 2 and he (petitioner) worked upto 30.6.2012 with the respondent no. 2.  It is 
also denied that the work was allotted to contractor on 1.7.2012 through tender. It is denied that the 
respondent no. 2 had terminated the services of the petitioner. It is asserted that the Changer Area 
Medium Lift Irrigation Project was constructed through various contractors and after its completion 
it was awarded to various contractors for operation and maintenance of the same project by 
outsourcing of labour in the year 2012-13.  The petitioner was never engaged nor terminated  by the 
respondent, thus there was no relationship of employer and employee between the respondent No. 2  
and petitioner.  It is also asserted that neither the petitioner nor other workers were engaged  by the 
respondent no. 2 when the petitioner along-with other workers raised demand notice before the 
Labour-cum-Conciliation Officer then the respondent filed  reply vide letter No. 2160-62 dated    
08-01-2014 along-with list of workers mentioned in the demand notice before the Labour-cum-
Conciliation Officer Bilaspur. Other averments made in the petition were denied and it is prayed 
that the petition deserved to be dismissed. 
 
 5. In rejoinder the preliminary objections were  denied and facts stated in the petition 
have been reasserted and reaffirmed.  
 
 6. On the basis of the pleadings of the parties, the following issues were framed for 
adjudication and determination:— 
 

  1. Whether termination of services of the petitioner by the respondents w.e.f.         
01-07-2012 is/was illegal and unjustified, as alleged?  . . OPP. 

 

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

 
  3. Whether the claim petition is not maintainable, as alleged? . . OPR. 
 
  4. Whether the claim petition is bad for non-joinder of necessary parties, as alleged? 
          . . OPR. 
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  5. Whether there exists no relationship of employer and employee between the 

petitioner and respondents, as alleged?  . . OPR. 
 
   Relief   
  
 7. The petitioner in order to prove his case examined himself by way of affidavit  Ext. 
PW1/A wherein  he reiterated  the facts alleged in the claim petition.  
  
 8. It is pertinent to mention here that respondent no.1 had given many opportunities to 
adduce evidence despite this fact neither steps have been taken nor witnesses have been produced 
before this court  by respondent no.1 hence the evidence of respondent no.1 was closed by the order 
of court on 22.11.2024.   
 
 9. Respondent no.2 examined Sh. Satish Kumar Sharma, Executive Engineer, Jal Shakti 
Division Bilaspur by way of affidavit Ex. RW1/A.  He also produced on record  copy of list of 
employees submitted by respondent no.1 Ext. RW1/B, copy of list of attendance Ext. RW1/C, copy 
of list of applicants Ext. RW1/D, copy of letter dated 26.6.2007 Ext. RW1/E, copy of notice 
inviting tender Ext. RW1/F, copy of letter dated 8.1.2014 Ext. RW1/G, copy of letter to KD 
Sharma Ext. RW1/H, copy of letter to respondent no.1 Ext. RW1/J, copy of letter to Vijay Kumar 
Ext. RW1/K, copy of letter to Vijay Kumar Ext. RW1/L, copy of letter to Ravinder Singh Ext. 
RW1/M and copy of letter to Vijay Kumar Ext. RW1/N. 
  
 10. I have heard the learned Counsel for the petitioner as well as learned Dy. D.A. for the 
respondent   at  length and records perused. 
  
 11. For the reasons to be recorded hereinafter while discussing the issues for 
determination, my findings thereon are as under: 
 
  Issue No.1  :  No 
 
  Issue No.2  :  No 
 
  Issue No.3  :  Yes 
 
  Issue No.4  :  No 
 
  Issue No.5  :  Yes 
 
  Relief    :  Claim petition is dismissed per operative portion of the 

Award. 
 

REASONS FOR FINDINGS 
 

Issues No.1 and 5 
 
 12. Both the issues shall be taken up together for the purpose of adjudication. 
 13. The petitioner has asserted that his services were engaged by respondent no. 2 w.e.f. 
1.05.2011 on daily wage on muster roll basis in the capacity of beldar without any appointment 
letter and thereafter he continued to work with the respondent No. 2 till 30.6.2012 under the control 
and supervision of the Junior Engineer/Assistant Engineer, Bassi.  The petitioner also asserts that 
he had completed 240 days of work and his attendance was marked and payment was made by 
Junior Engineer every month. The petitioner further asserted that at the time of his appointment he 
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was asked to produce his birth certificate, qualification and two passport size photos by the 
respondent No. 2. He performed his duty in Changer Area Lift Irrigation Project Bassi. While 
alleging his illegal termination by respondent no. 2 on 1.7.2012 he has very categorically stated that 
he has never worked during service with respondent no.1 contractor w.e.f. 1.11.2011 to 30.6.2012. 
The respondent no.1 had never issued any appointment letter to him regarding his engagement and 
did not make any payment during his period of service. He also alleges that attendance of petitioner 
was not marked by respondent no.1. 
  
 14. Respondent no.1 in their reply have submitted that they had engaged the services of the 
petitioner as daily rated casual labour for the operation of pumping machinery by respondent no.2. 
The contract of respondent no.1 with respondent no.2 came to an end in May, 2013 consequently 
the services of petitioner were not more required  as it was linked to the length of contract of 
respondent no.1 with respondent no.2. Respondent no.1 further asserts that they had given one 
month’s prior notice to the claimant/petitioner before completion of the contract and all the 
payment of labourer were cleared till 2013. No evidence could be produced by respondent no.1 
despite opportunity. 
  
 15. The statement of petitioner in claim petition points towards the fact that the petitioner 
has confined his claim only against respondent no. 2. In cross-examination the petitioner has denied 
that he had worked under different contractors at different time or project or that he was employed 
by respondent no.1 and also his services came to an end after the completion of the contract 
between respondent no.1 and respondent no. 2. 
 
 16. RW1 Shri Satish Kumar Sharma, Executive Engineer has deposed that the petitioner 
was engaged on outsource basis through contractor respondent no.1 under the scheme of A/R and 
M/O Medium Lift Irrigation Project Changer Area from Anandpur Hydel Channel. He alleges that 
petitioner was an employee of respondent no.1 thus he was neither engaged nor terminated by 
respondent no. 2. The copy of notice inviting tender Ext.RW1/F and the letters Ext.RW1/E, 
Ext.RW1/G, Ext.RW1/H, Ext.RW1/J and Ext.RW1/K, Ext.RW1/L, Ext.RW1/M and Ext.RW1/N 
also show that various works of scheme were given on contract to various private contractors for 
particular period of time. In the pleadings presented on behalf of respondent no.1 the contention of 
respondent no. 2 has been accepted and it is also mentioned that the petitioner was employed by 
respondent no.1 for the period of contract which was assigned to it by respondent no. 2. 
Considering the claim which has been preferred on behalf of petitioner the onus to prove the 
employer employee relationship between the petitioner and respondent no. 2 was solely on the 
petitioner. This fact has been denied and contested by respondent no. 2 hence oral and documentary 
evidence in this regard was to be produced initially by the petitioner. Except the bald statement of 
petitioner there is no other oral and documentary evidence pointing towards the fact that the 
petitioner had been appointed  and was terminated by the order of the respondent no. 2. The 
document Ext. RW1/B, Ext. RW1/C are the documents prepared by respondent nos.1 and 2 
regarding the work done by the workers under them and also their date of engagement as well as 
attendance for June, 2012. Ext. RW1/D is merely a list of workers who had raised their claim 
against the respondents. RW1 Shri Satish Kumar Sharma has admitted that project was supervised 
by the official of the department but denied that contract was merely a formality. He has denied that 
petitioner was employed and terminated by respondent no. 2. He however admits that the 
department has no license under Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act of 1970 nor any 
document has been produced on record which would exempt the department from obtaining license 
under Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act of 1970. Hon’ble Supreme Court in Dena 
Nath and Ors vs. National Fertilizers Ltd. and Ors, AIR 1992 SC 457 has held as follows:— 
 
 “….The only consequences provided in the Act where either the principal employer or the 

labour contractor violates the provision of Sections 9 and 12 respectively is the penal 
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provision, as envisaged under the Act for which reference may be made to Sections 
23 and 25 of the Act. We are thus of the firm view that in proceedings under Article 226 of 
the Constitution merely because contractor or the employer had violated any provision of 
the Act or the rules, the Court could not issue any mandamus for deeming the contract 
labour as having become the employees of the principal employer. We would not like to 
express any view on the decision of the Karnataka High Court or of the Gujarat High Court 
(supra) since these decisions are under challenge in this court, but we would place on record 
that we do not agree with the aforequoted observations of the Madras High Court about the 
effect of non-registration of the principal employer or the non-licensing of the labour 
contractor nor with the view of Bombay High Court in the aforesaid case. We are of the 
view that the decisions of the Kerala High Court and Delhi High Court are correct and we 
approve the same”. 

 
 17. There is nothing on record to exhibit that document pertaining to the engagement of 
labourers through a contractor were merely a camouflage or that the workmen had actually been 
employed by the department i.e. respondent no. 2. There is no evidence of direct supervision of the 
workmen, appointment and termination by respondent no. 2. The record for payment being 
received directly by respondent no.2 is also not produced by the petitioner thus even in the absence 
of mandatory license of Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act of 1970, the petitioner 
workman cannot be treated as an employee of the principle employer i.e. respondent no. 2. The 
claim of petitioner against respondent no.1 being wholly unpressed, there is nothing to prove 
employment of employer and employee relationship between the petitioner and respondent no. 2. In 
these circumstances it cannot be held that petitioner’s services were illegally terminated by the 
respondents. Accordingly issues no. 1 and 5 are decided in the favour of the respondents.  
 
Issue No. 2 
 
 18. The onus of proving this issue was on the petitioner. The petitioner has failed to 
discharge burden of proving employer employee relationship between petitioner and respondent 
no.2 against which the relief has been claimed hence petitioner is not entitled to the relief prayed 
for and this issue is also decided in the favour of the respondents.  
 
Issue No. 3 
 
 19. Maintainability of petition was challenged by the respondent on the ground that 
petitioner had not worked under the respondent. The work of irrigation scheme has been awarded to 
respondent no.1 and the petitioner has however denied that he was ever employed by respondent 
no.1, nor pressed his claim against respondent no.1. In these circumstances the present petition is 
not maintainable.  
 
Issue No. 4 
 
 20. In the present case in addition to the petitioner the principle employer as well as the 
contractor who has obtained labour by way of outsource have been impleaded as party in the claim 
petition. It appears from the circumstances of the claim that there was no any other necessary or 
proper parties to the present claim hence the claim is not bad for non-joinder of necessary parties.  
 
Relief 
 
 21. In view of my findings on the issues no. 1, 2, 3 and  5 above the claim petition filed on 
behalf of the petitioner is not maintainable and the same is dismissed. Parties are left to bear their 
costs. 
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 22.  The reference is answered in aforesaid terms. A copy of this Award be sent to the 
appropriate Government for publication in the official gazette. File after due completion be 
consigned to the Record Room. 
 
 Announced in the open Court today, this 15th  day of January, 2025.  
 

     Sd/- 
 (PARVEEN CHAUHAN),     

Presiding Judge, 
Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal,     

Kangra at Dharamshala, H.P. 
 

_____________ 
         
 
IN THE COURT OF SH. PARVEEN CHAUHAN, PRESIDING JUDGE, LABOUR COURT-

CUM-INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KANGRA AT DHARAMSHALA (H.P.) 
 
     Reference No.  :  492/2016 
 
     Date of Institution   :  22.08.2016 
 
     Date of Decision  :  15.01.2025 
 
 Shri Bhupender Singh s/o Shri Deena Nath, r/o V.P.O. Tobba, Tehsil Shri Naina Deviji, 
District Bilaspur, H.P.       . . Petitioner.  
 

Versus 
 
 1. The Partners, M/s Universal Electric Engineers, Dalhousie Road Pathankot, Punjab 
(Contractor). 
 
 2. The Executive Engineer, Changer Area Lift Irrigation Project Division, Bassi, District 
Bilaspur, H.P. (Principal Employer)    . . Respondents. 

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

 
    For the Petitioner     :  Sh. Vijay Kaundal, Ld. Adv. 
 
    For the Respondent No. 1  :  Sh. Manish Awasthi, Ld. Adv. 
 
    For Respondent No. 2    :  Sh.Anil Sharma, Ld. Dy.D.A. 
 

AWARD 
 
 The following reference has been received by this court for adjudication from the 
appropriate Government/Deputy Labour Commissioner :  

 
 “Whether termination of services of Shri Bhupender Singh s/o Shri Deena Nath, r/o V.P.O. 

Tobba, Tehsil Shri Naina Deviji, District Bilaspur, H.P. w.e.f. 01-07-2012 by (i) the 
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Partners, M/s Universal Electric Engineers, Dalhousie Road Pathankot, Punjab (Contractor) 
and (ii) the Executive Engineer, Changer Area Lift Irrigation Project Division Bassi, 
District Bilaspur, H.P. (Principal Employer), without complying with the provisions of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, is legal and justified? If not, what amount of back wages, 
seniority, past service benefits and compensation the above worker is entitled to from the 
above employers?” 

 
 2. The brief facts as stated in the claim petition are that the petitioner had worked as daily 
wage Beldar with respondent no.2 in Changer Area, Medium Lift Irrigation Scheme w.e.f. 
1.11.2011 till 30.6.2012 continuously. The petitioner alleges that his daily wages services were 
terminated by the verbal order dated 01.07.2012 without any reason and  without any  notice which 
amounts  to unfair labour practice on the part of the respondent. It is also alleged that on 1.7.2012 
the respondents had allotted the work on contract without providing any information  and all the 
matter kept confidential.  The petitioner alleged that  the respondent has violated the provisions of 
Section 25B, 25-F(b), 25-G and 25-H of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and principle of  ‘Last 
Come First Go’. He alleged that he has worked for more 240 days in a year. He is unemployed and 
till date no employment is available to him. The petitioner has prayed for reinstatement of service 
along-with seniority and continuity of service  and other consequential benefit and back wages. 
   
 3. In reply on behalf of respondent no.1 preliminary objections qua maintainability, non 
joinder of necessary party and no employer employee relationship between the respondent no. 1 
and petitioner have been raised.  On merit, it is denied that the petitioner had worked continuously 
w.e.f. 1.11.2011 to 30.6.2012. It is asserted that  neither the petitioner was part time nor regular 
employee of respondent no.1 but he was daily rated casual labourer and his services were engaged 
as a daily rated casual labourer for operation of pumping machinery by respondent no. 2. The 
petitioner was a contractual labourer and the contract of the respondent no. 1 with respondent no. 2 
come to an end in May, 2013 and as such the services of the petitioner were no more required by 
the respondent no.1. It is asserted that before completion of contract one month prior notice was 
given to the petitioner as well as all the payments of labourer were cleared till May, 2013. It is 
asserted that after completion of the work of respondent no.1 a new contract of operation and 
maintenance for the same pumping machinery was awarded to one Shri Vijay Kumar Contractor, 
M/s Vasudev Electrical V.P.O. Mojowal (Naya Nangal), Punjab and the same labour had worked 
under the said contractor. All the other averments made in the claim petition are denied in parawise 
and it is prayed that the claim of the petitioner deserves to be dismissed. 
  
 
 4. In reply on behalf of respondent no.2 has raised preliminary objections qua 
maintainability and no employer employee relationship between the respondent no. 2 and 
petitioner. On merits, it is denied that the petitioner was engaged as daily wage helper on 1.5.2011 
by the respondent no. 2 and he (petitioner) worked upto 30.6.2012 with the respondent no. 2.  It is 
also denied that the work was allotted to contractor on 1.7.2012 through tender. It is denied that the 
respondent no. 2 had terminated the services of the petitioner. It is asserted that the Changer Area 
Medium Lift Irrigation Project was constructed through various contractors and after its completion 
it was awarded to various contractors for operation and maintenance of the same project by 
outsourcing of labour in the year 2012-13.  The petitioner was never engaged nor terminated  by the 
respondent, thus there was no relationship of employer and employee between the respondent No. 2  
and petitioner.  It is also asserted that neither the petitioner nor other workers were engaged  by the 
respondent no. 2 when the petitioner along-with other workers raised demand notice before the 
Labour-cum-Conciliation Officer then the respondent filed  reply vide letter No. 2160-62 dated    
08-01-2014 along-with list of workers mentioned in the demand notice before the Labour-cum-
Conciliation Officer Bilaspur. Other averments made in the petition were denied and it is prayed 
that the petition deserved to be dismissed. 
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 5. In rejoinder the preliminary objections were  denied and facts stated in the petition 
have been reasserted and reaffirmed.  
 
 6. On the basis of the pleadings of the parties, the following issues were framed for 
adjudication and determination:— 
 
  1. Whether termination of services of the petitioner by the respondents w.e.f.          

01-07-2012 is/was illegal and unjustified, as alleged?  . . OPP. 
 
  2. If issue no.1 is  proved in affirmative, to what service benefits the petitioner is 

entitled to?     . . OPP. 
 
  3. Whether the claim petition is not maintainable, as alleged? . . OPR. 
 
  4. Whether the claim petition is bad for non-joinder of necessary parties, as alleged? 
          . . OPR. 
 
  5. Whether there exists no relationship of employer and employee between the 

petitioner and respondents, as alleged?  . . OPR. 
 
   Relief   
  
 7. The petitioner in order to prove his case examined himself by way of affidavit  Ext. 
PW1/A wherein  he reiterated  the facts alleged in the claim petition.  
  
 8. It is pertinent to mention here that respondent no.1 had given many opportunities to 
adduce evidence despite this fact neither steps have been taken nor witnesses have been produced 
before this court  by respondent no.1 hence the evidence of respondent no.1 was closed by the order 
of court on 22.11.2024.   
 
 9. Respondent no. 2 examined Sh. Satish Kumar Sharma, Executive Engineer, Jal Shakti 
Division Bilaspur by way of affidavit Ex. RW1/A.  He also produced on record  copy of list of 
employees submitted by respondent no.1 Ext. RW1/B, copy of list of attendance Ext. RW1/C, copy 
of notice inviting tender Ext. RW1/D, copy of list of applicants Ext. RW1/E, copy of letter dated 
8.1.2014 Ext. RW1/F, copy of letter to respondent No.1 Ext. RW1/G, copy of letter to KD Sharma 
Ext. RW1/G1, copy of letter to respondent No.1 Ext. RW1/H, copy of letter to Vijay Kumar Ext. 
RW1/J & K, copy of letter to Ravinder Singh Ext. RW1/L and copy of letter to Vijay Kumar Ext. 
RW1/M. 
 
 10. I have heard the learned Counsel for the petitioner as well as learned Dy. D.A. for the 
respondent   at  length and records perused.  
 
 11. For the reasons to be recorded hereinafter while discussing the issues for 
determination, my findings thereon are as under: 
 
  Issue No. 1  : No 
 
  Issue No. 2  :   No 
 
  Issue No. 3  :   Yes 
 
  Issue No. 4  :   No 
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  Issue No. 5  :  Yes 
 
  Relief    :  Claim petition is dismissed per operative portion of the 

Award. 
 

REASONS FOR FINDINGS 
 

Issues No.1 and 5 
 
 12. Both the issues shall be taken up together for the purpose of adjudication. 
 
 13. The petitioner has asserted that his services were engaged by respondent no. 2 w.e.f. 
1.05.2011 on daily wage on muster roll basis in the capacity of beldar without any appointment 
letter and thereafter he continued to work with the respondent No. 2 till 30.6.2012 under the control 
and supervision of the Junior Engineer/Assistant Engineer, Bassi.  The petitioner also asserts that 
he had completed 240 days of work and his attendance was marked and payment was made by 
Junior Engineer every month. The petitioner further asserted that at the time of his appointment he 
was asked to produce his birth certificate, qualification and two passport size photos by the 
respondent No. 2. He performed his duty in Changer Area Lift Irrigation Project Bassi. While 
alleging his illegal termination by respondent no. 2 on 1.7.2012 he has very categorically stated that 
he has never worked during service with respondent no.1 contractor w.e.f. 1.11.2011 to 30.6.2012. 
The respondent no.1 had never issued any appointment letter to him regarding his engagement and 
did not make any payment during his period of service. He also alleges that attendance of petitioner 
was not marked by respondent no.1.  
 
 14. Respondent no.1 in their reply have submitted that they had engaged the services of the 
petitioner as daily rated casual labour for the operation of pumping machinery by respondent no. 2. 
The contract of respondent no.1 with respondent no. 2 came to an end in May, 2013 consequently 
the services of petitioner were not more required  as it was linked to the length of contract of 
respondent no.1 with respondent no.2. Respondent no.1 further asserts that they had given one 
month’s prior notice to the claimant/petitioner before completion of the contract and all the 
payment of labourer were cleared till 2013. No evidence could be produced by respondent no.1 
despite opportunity.   
 
 15. The statement of petitioner in claim petition points towards the fact that the petitioner 
has confined his claim only against respondent no. 2. In cross-examination the petitioner has denied 
that he had worked under different contractors at different time or project or that he was employed 
by respondent no.1 and also his services came to an end after the completion of the contract 
between respondent no.1 and respondent no. 2. 
 
 16. RW1 Shri Satish Kumar Sharma, Executive Engineer has deposed that the petitioner 
was engaged on outsource basis through contractor respondent no.1 under the scheme of A/R and 
M/O Medium Lift Irrigation Project Changer Area from Anandpur Hydel Channel. He alleges that 
petitioner was an employee of respondent no.1 thus he was neither engaged nor terminated by 
respondent no. 2. The copy of notice inviting tender Ext.RW1/D and the letters Ext.RW1/F, 
Ext.RW1/G, Ext.RW1/G1, Ext.RW1/H, Ext.RW1/J and Ext.RW1/K, Ext.RW1/L and Ext.RW1/M 
also show that various works of scheme were given on contract to various private contractors for 
particular period of time. In the pleadings presented on behalf of respondent no.1 the contention of 
respondent no. 2 has been accepted and it is also mentioned that the petitioner was employed by 
respondent no.1 for the period of contract which was assigned to it by respondent no. 2. 
Considering the claim which has been preferred on behalf of petitioner the onus to prove the 
employer employee relationship between the petitioner and respondent no. 2 was solely on the 
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petitioner. This fact has been denied and contested by respondent no. 2 hence oral and documentary 
evidence in this regard was to be produced initially by the petitioner. Except the bald statement of 
petitioner there is no other oral and documentary evidence pointing towards the fact that the 
petitioner had been appointed  and was terminated by the order of the respondent no. 2. The 
document Ext. RW1/B, Ext. RW1/C are the documents prepared by respondent nos.1 and 2 
regarding the work done by the workers under them and also their date of engagement as well as 
attendance for June, 2012. Ext. RW1/E is merely a list of workers who had raised their claim 
against the respondents. RW1 Shri Satish Kumar Sharma has admitted that project was supervised 
by the official of the department but denied that contract was merely a formality. He has denied that 
petitioner was employed and terminated by respondent no. 2. He however admits that the 
department has no license under Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act of 1970 nor any 
document has been produced on record which would exempt the department from obtaining license 
under Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act of 1970. Hon’ble Supreme Court in Dena 
Nath and Ors vs. National Fertilizers Ltd. and Ors, AIR 1992 SC 457 has held as follows:— 
 
 “….The only consequences provided in the Act where either the principal employer or the 

labour contractor violates the provision of Sections 9 and 12 respectively is the penal 
provision, as envisaged under the Act for which reference may be made to Sections 
23 and 25 of the Act. We are thus of the firm view that in proceedings under Article 226 of 
the Constitution merely because contractor or the employer had violated any provision of 
the Act or the rules, the Court could not issue any mandamus for deeming the contract 
labour as having become the employees of the principal employer. We would not like to 
express any view on the decision of the Karnataka High Court or of the Gujarat High Court 
(supra) since these decisions are under challenge in this court, but we would place on record 
that we do not agree with the aforequoted observations of the Madras High Court about the 
effect of non-registration of the principal employer or the non-licensing of the labour 
contractor nor with the view of Bombay High Court in the aforesaid case. We are of the 
view that the decisions of the Kerala High Court and Delhi High Court are correct and we 
approve the same”. 

 
 
 17. There is nothing on record to exhibit that document pertaining to the engagement of 
labourers through a contractor were merely a camouflage or that the workmen had actually been 
employed by the department i.e. respondent no. 2. There is no evidence of direct supervision of the 
workmen, appointment and termination by respondent no. 2. The record for payment being 
received directly by respondent no. 2 is also not produced by the petitioner thus even in the absence 
of mandatory license of Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act of 1970, the petitioner 
workman cannot be treated as an employee of the principle employer i.e. respondent no. 2. The 
claim of petitioner against respondent no.1 being wholly unpressed, there is nothing to prove 
employment of employer and employee relationship between the petitioner and respondent no. 2. In 
these circumstances it cannot be held that petitioner’s services were illegally terminated by the 
respondents. Accordingly issues no. 1 and 5 are decided in the favour of the respondents.  
 
 
 
Issue No. 2 
 
 
 18. The onus of proving this issue was on the petitioner. The petitioner has failed to 
discharge burden of proving employer employee relationship between petitioner and respondent   
no. 2 against which the relief has been claimed hence petitioner is not entitled to the relief prayed 
for and this issue is also decided in the favour of the respondents.  
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Issue No. 3 
 
19.  Maintainability of petition was challenged by the respondent on the ground that 
petitioner had not worked under the respondent. The work of irrigation scheme has been awarded to 
respondent no.1 and the petitioner has however denied that he was ever employed by respondent 
no.1, nor pressed his claim against respondent no.1. In these circumstances the present petition is 
not maintainable.  
 
Issue No. 4 
 
 20. In the present case in addition to the petitioner the principle employer as well as the 
contractor who has obtained labour by way of outsource have been impleaded as party in the claim 
petition. It appears from the circumstances of the claim that there was no any other necessary or 
proper parties to the present claim hence the claim is not bad for non-joinder of necessary parties.  
 
Relief 
 
 21. In view of my findings on the issues no. 1, 2, 3 and  5 above the claim petition filed on 
behalf of the petitioner is not maintainable and the same is dismissed. Parties are left to bear their 
costs. 
 22.  The reference is answered in aforesaid terms. A copy of this Award be sent to the 
appropriate Government for publication in the official gazette. File after due completion be 
consigned to the Record Room. 
 
 Announced in the open Court today, this 15th  day of January, 2025.  
 

     Sd/- 
 (PARVEEN CHAUHAN),     

Presiding Judge, 
Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal,     

Kangra at Dharamshala, H.P. 
 

_____________ 
         
 
IN THE COURT OF SH. PARVEEN CHAUHAN, PRESIDING JUDGE, LABOUR COURT-

CUM-INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KANGRA AT DHARAMSHALA (H.P.) 
 
     Reference No.  :  495/2016 
 
     Date of Institution   :  22.08.2016 
 
     Date of Decision  :  15.01.2025 
 
 Shri Harjinder Singh s/o Shri Bhola Nath, r/o V.P.O. Tarso, Tehsil Shri Naina Deviji, 
District Bilaspur, H.P.       . . Petitioner.  
 

Versus 
 
 1. The Partners, M/s Universal Electric Engineers, Dalhousie Road Pathankot, Punjab 
(Contractor). 
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 2. The Executive Engineer, Changer Area Lift Irrigation Project Division, Bassi, District 
Bilaspur, H.P. (Principal Employer)    . . Respondents. 

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

 
    For the Petitioner       :  Sh. Vijay Kaundal, Ld. Adv. 
 
    For the Respondent No. 1   :  Sh. Manish Awasthi, Ld. Adv. 
 
    For Respondent No. 2      :  Sh.Anil Sharma, Ld. Dy.D.A. 
 

AWARD 
 
 The following reference has been received by this court for adjudication from the 
appropriate Government/Deputy Labour Commissioner : 
  
 “Whether termination of services of Shri Harjinder Singh s/o Shri Bhola Nath, r/o V.P.O. 

Tarso, Tehsil Shri Naina Deviji, District Bilaspur, H.P. w.e.f. 01-07-2012 by (i) the Partners, 
M/s Universal Electric Engineers, Dalhousie Road Pathankot, Punjab (Contractor) and (ii) 
the Executive Engineer, Changer Area Lift Irrigation Project Division Bassi, District 
Bilaspur, H.P. (Principal Employer), without complying with the provisions of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, is legal and justified? If not, what amount of back wages, 
seniority, past service benefits and compensation the above worker is entitled to from the 
above employers?” 

 
 2. The brief facts as stated in the claim petition are that the petitioner had worked as daily 
wage Beldar with respondent no.2 in Changer Area, Medium Lift Irrigation Scheme w.e.f. 1.5.2011 
till 30.6.2012 continuously. The petitioner alleges that his daily wages services were terminated by 
the verbal order dated 01.07.2012 without any reason and  without any  notice which amounts  to 
unfair labour practice on the part of the respondent. It is also alleged that on 1.7.2012 the 
respondents had allotted the work on contract without providing any information  and all the matter 
kept confidential.  The petitioner alleged that  the respondent has violated the provisions of Section 
25B, 25-F(b), 25-G and 25-H of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and principle of  ‘Last Come 
First Go’. He alleged that he has worked for more 240 days in a year. He is unemployed and till 
date no employment is available to him. The petitioner has prayed for reinstatement of service 
along-with seniority and continuity of service  and other consequential benefit and back wages.  
  
 3. In reply on behalf of respondent no.1 preliminary objections qua maintainability, non 
joinder of necessary party and no employer employee relationship between the respondent no.1 and 
petitioner have been raised.  On merit, it is denied that the petitioner had worked continuously 
w.e.f. 1.11.2011 to 30.6.2012. It is asserted that  neither the petitioner was part time nor regular 
employee of respondent no.1 but he was daily rated casual labourer and his services were engaged 
as a daily rated casual labourer for operation of pumping machinery by respondent no. 2. The 
petitioner was a contractual labourer and the contract of the respondent no.1 with respondent no. 2 
come to an end in May, 2013 and as such the services of the petitioner were no more required by 
the respondent no.1. It is asserted that before completion of contract one month prior notice was 
given to the petitioner as well as all the payments of labourer were cleared till May, 2013. It is 
asserted that after completion of the work of respondent no.1 a new contract of operation and 
maintenance for the same pumping machinery was awarded to one Shri Vijay Kumar Contractor, 
M/s Vasudev Electrical VPO Mojowal (Naya Nangal), Punjab and the same labour had worked 
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under the said contractor. All the other averments made in the claim petition are denied in parawise 
and it is prayed that the claim of the petitioner deserves to be dismissed.  
 
 4. In reply on behalf of respondent no. 2 has raised preliminary objections qua 
maintainability and no employer employee relationship between the respondent no. 2 and 
petitioner. On merits, it is denied that the petitioner was engaged as daily wage helper on 1.5.2011 
by the respondent no. 2 and he (petitioner) worked upto 30.6.2012 with the respondent no. 2.  It is 
also denied that the work was allotted to contractor on 1.7.2012 through tender. It is denied that the 
respondent no.2 had terminated the services of the petitioner. It is asserted that the Changer Area 
Medium Lift Irrigation Project was constructed through various contractors and after its completion 
it was awarded to various contractors for operation and maintenance of the same project by 
outsourcing of labour in the year 2012-13.  The petitioner was never engaged nor terminated  by the 
respondent, thus there was no relationship of employer and employee between the respondent No. 2  
and petitioner.  It is also asserted that neither the petitioner nor other workers were engaged  by the 
respondent no. 2 when the petitioner along-with other workers raised demand notice before the 
Labour-cum-Conciliation Officer then the respondent filed  reply vide letter No. 2160-62 dated    
08-01-2014 along-with list of workers mentioned in the demand notice before the Labour-cum-
Conciliation Officer Bilaspur. Other averments made in the petition were denied and it is prayed 
that the petition deserved to be dismissed. 
 
 5. In rejoinder the preliminary objections were  denied and facts stated in the petition 
have been reasserted and reaffirmed. 
  
 6. On the basis of the pleadings of the parties, the following issues were framed for 
adjudication and determination:— 
 
  1. Whether termination of services of the petitioner by the respondents w.e.f.         

01-07-2012 is/was illegal and unjustified, as alleged?  . . OPP. 
 
  2. If issue no.1 is  proved in affirmative, to what service benefits the petitioner is 

entitled to?... OPP. 
 
  3. Whether the claim petition is not maintainable, as alleged? . . OPR. 
 
  4. Whether the claim petition is bad for non-joinder of necessary parties, as alleged? 
          . .  OPR. 
 
  5. Whether there exists no relationship of employer and employee between the 

petitioner and respondents, as alleged?  . . OPR. 
 
   Relief   
  
 7. The petitioner in order to prove his case examined himself by way of affidavit  Ext. 
PW1/A wherein  he reiterated  the facts alleged in the claim petition.  Petitioner has also examined 
one Shri Kamal Dev s/o Sh. Shri Ram as PW2 stated on oath that he was President of Kissan Vikas 
Committee formed by I&PH department. He stated that he knows the petitioner who was beldar of 
respondent no. 2. He further stated that he could not say that under which capacity the petitioner 
used to do the work of beldar with the respondent no. 2.   
            
     
 8. It is pertinent to mention here that respondent no.1 had given many opportunities to 
adduce evidence despite this fact neither steps have been taken nor witnesses have been produced 
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before this court  by respondent no.1 hence the evidence of respondent no.1 was closed by the order 
of court on 22.11.2024. 
   
 9. Respondent no.2 examined Sh. Satish Kumar Sharma, Executive Engineer, Jal Shakti 
Division Bilaspur by way of affidavit Ex. RW1/A.  He also produced on record  copy of list of 
employees submitted by respondent no.1 Ext. RW1/B, copy of list of attendance Ext. RW1/C, copy 
of list of applicants Ext. RW1/D, copy of letter dated 26.6.2007 Ext. RW1/E,  copy of notice 
inviting tender Ext. RW1/F, copy of letter dated 8.1.2014 Ext. RW1/G, copy of letter to KD 
Sharma Ext. RW1/H, copy of letter to respondent no.1 Ext. RW1/J, copy of letter to Vijay Kumar 
Ext. RW1/K, copy of letter to Vijay Kumar Ext. RW1/L, copy of letter to Ravinder Singh Ext. 
RW1/M and copy of letter to Vijay Kumar Ext. RW1/N. 
 
 10. I have heard the learned Counsel for the petitioner as well as learned Dy. D.A. for the 
respondent   at  length and records perused. 
  
 11. For the reasons to be recorded hereinafter while discussing the issues for 
determination, my findings thereon are as under: 
 
  Issue No.1  :  No 
 
  Issue No.2  :  No 
 
  Issue No.3  :  Yes 
 
  Issue No.4  :  No 
 
  Issue No.5  :  Yes 
 
  Relief.    :  Claim petition is dismissed per operative portion of the 

Award. 
 

REASONS FOR FINDINGS 
 

Issues No.1 and 5 
 
 
 12. Both the issues shall be taken up together for the purpose of adjudication. 
 
 
 13. The petitioner has asserted that his services were engaged by respondent no. 2 w.e.f. 
1.05.2011 on daily wage on muster roll basis in the capacity of beldar without any appointment 
letter and thereafter he continued to work with the respondent No. 2 till 30.6.2012 under the control 
and supervision of the Junior Engineer/Assistant Engineer, Bassi.  The petitioner also asserts that 
he had completed 240 days of work and his attendance was marked and payment was made by 
Junior Engineer every month. The petitioner further asserted that at the time of his appointment he 
was asked to produce his birth certificate, qualification and two passport size photos by the 
respondent No. 2. He performed his duty in Changer Area Lift Irrigation Project Bassi. While 
alleging his illegal termination by respondent no. 2 on 1.7.2012 he has very categorically stated that 
he has never worked during service with respondent no.1 contractor w.e.f. 1.11.2011 to 30.6.2012. 
The respondent no.1 had never issued any appointment letter to him regarding his engagement and 
did not make any payment during his period of service. He also alleges that attendance of petitioner 
was not marked by respondent no.1.  
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 14. Respondent no.1 in their reply have submitted that they had engaged the services of the 
petitioner as daily rated casual labour for the operation of pumping machinery by respondent no. 2. 
The contract of respondent no.1 with respondent no. 2 came to an end in May, 2013 consequently 
the services of petitioner were not more required  as it was linked to the length of contract of 
respondent no.1 with respondent no. 2. Respondent no.1 further asserts that they had given one 
month’s prior notice to the claimant/petitioner before completion of the contract and all the 
payment of labourer were cleared till 2013. No evidence could be produced by respondent no.1 
despite opportunity.  
 
 15. The statement of petitioner in claim petition points towards the fact that the petitioner 
has confined his claim only against respondent no. 2. In cross-examination the petitioner has denied 
that he had worked under different contractors at different time or project or that he was employed 
by respondent no. 1 and also his services came to an end after the completion of the contract 
between respondent no.1 and respondent no. 2. 
 
 16. RW1 Shri Satish Kumar Sharma, Executive Engineer has deposed that the petitioner 
was engaged on outsource basis through contractor respondent no.1 under the scheme of A/R and 
M/O Medium Lift Irrigation Project Changer Area from Anandpur Hydel Channel. He alleges that 
petitioner was an employee of respondent no.1 thus he was neither engaged nor terminated by 
respondent no. 2. The copy of notice inviting tender Ext.RW1/F and the letters Ext.RW1/E, 
Ext.RW1/G, Ext.RW1/H, Ext.RW1/J and Ext.RW1/K, Ext.RW1/L, Ext.RW1/M and Ext.RW1/N 
also show that various works of scheme were given on contract to various private contractors for 
particular period of time. In the pleadings presented on behalf of respondent no.1 the contention of 
respondent no. 2 has been accepted and it is also mentioned that the petitioner was employed by 
respondent no.1 for the period of contract which was assigned to it by respondent no. 2. 
Considering the claim which has been preferred on behalf of petitioner the onus to prove the 
employer employee relationship between the petitioner and respondent no.2 was solely on the 
petitioner. This fact has been denied and contested by respondent no. 2 hence oral and documentary 
evidence in this regard was to be produced initially by the petitioner. Except the bald statement of 
petitioner there is no other oral and documentary evidence pointing towards the fact that the 
petitioner had been appointed and was terminated by the order of the respondent no. 2. The 
document Ext. RW1/B, Ext. RW1/C are the documents prepared by respondent nos.1 and 2 
regarding the work done by the workers under them and also their date of engagement as well as 
attendance for June, 2012. Ext. RW1/D is merely a list of workers who had raised their claim 
against the respondents. RW1 Shri Satish Kumar Sharma has admitted that project was supervised 
by the official of the department but denied that contract was merely a formality. He has denied that 
petitioner was employed and terminated by respondent no. 2. He however admits that the 
department has no license under Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act of 1970 nor any 
document has been produced on record which would exempt the department from obtaining license 
under Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act of 1970. Hon’ble Supreme Court in Dena 
Nath and Ors vs. National Fertilizers Ltd. and Ors, AIR 1992 SC 457 has held as follows:— 
 
 “….The only consequences provided in the Act where either the principal employer or the 

labour contractor violates the provision of Sections 9 and 12 respectively is the penal 
provision, as envisaged under the Act for which reference may be made to Sections 
23 and 25 of the Act. We are thus of the firm view that in proceedings under Article 226 of 
the Constitution merely because contractor or the employer had violated any provision of 
the Act or the rules, the Court could not issue any mandamus for deeming the contract 
labour as having become the employees of the principal employer. We would not like to 
express any view on the decision of the Karnataka High Court or of the Gujarat High Court 
(supra) since these decisions are under challenge in this court, but we would place on record 
that we do not agree with the aforequoted observations of the Madras High Court about the 
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effect of non-registration of the principal employer or the non-licensing of the labour 
contractor nor with the view of Bombay High Court in the aforesaid case. We are of the 
view that the decisions of the Kerala High Court and Delhi High Court are correct and we 
approve the same”. 

 
 
 17. There is nothing on record to exhibit that document pertaining to the engagement of 
labourers through a contractor were merely a camouflage or that the workmen had actually been 
employed by the department i.e. respondent no. 2. There is no evidence of direct supervision of the 
workmen, appointment and termination by respondent no. 2. The record for payment being 
received directly by respondent no. 2 is also not produced by the petitioner thus even in the absence 
of mandatory license of Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act of 1970, the petitioner 
workman cannot be treated as an employee of the principle employer i.e. respondent no. 2. The 
claim of petitioner against respondent no.1 being wholly unpressed, there is nothing to prove 
employment of employer and employee relationship between the petitioner and respondent no. 2. In 
these circumstances it cannot be held that petitioner’s services were illegally terminated by the 
respondents. Accordingly issues no. 1 and 5 are decided in the favour of the respondents.  
 
 
Issue No. 2 
 
 
 18. The onus of proving this issue was on the petitioner. The petitioner has failed to 
discharge burden of proving employer employee relationship between petitioner and respondent 
no.2 against which the relief has been claimed hence petitioner is not entitled to the relief prayed 
for and this issue is also decided in the favour of the respondents.  
 
Issue No. 3 
 
 19. Maintainability of petition was challenged by the respondent on the ground that 
petitioner had not worked under the respondent. The work of irrigation scheme has been awarded to 
respondent no.1 and the petitioner has however denied that he was ever employed by respondent 
no.1, nor pressed his claim against respondent no.1. In these circumstances the present petition is 
not maintainable.  
 
Issue No. 4 
 
 20. In the present case in addition to the petitioner the principle employer as well as the 
contractor who has obtained labour by way of outsource have been impleaded as party in the claim 
petition. It appears from the circumstances of the claim that there was no any other necessary or 
proper parties to the present claim hence the claim is not bad for non-joinder of necessary parties.  
 
 
Relief 
 
 21. In view of my findings on the issues no. 1, 2, 3 and  5 above the claim petition filed on 
behalf of the petitioner is not maintainable and the same is dismissed. Parties are left to bear their 
costs. 
 
 22.  The reference is answered in aforesaid terms. A copy of this Award be sent to the 
appropriate Government for publication in the official gazette. File after due completion be 
consigned to the Record Room. 



 

 

2647jkti=] fgekpy izns'k] 13 twu] 2025@23 T;s"B] 1947         
 Announced in the open Court today, this 15th  day of January, 2025.  
 

     Sd/- 
 (PARVEEN CHAUHAN),     

Presiding Judge, 
Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal,     

Kangra at Dharamshala, H.P. 
 

_____________ 
 
 
IN THE COURT OF SH. PARVEEN CHAUHAN, PRESIDING JUDGE, LABOUR COURT-

CUM-INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KANGRA AT DHARAMSHALA (H.P.) 
 
     Reference No.  :  490/2016 
 
     Date of Institution   :  22.08.2016 
 
     Date of Decision  :  15.01.2025 
 
 Shri Kuldeep Singh s/o Shri Nathu Ram, r/o V.P.O. Lehari, Tehsil Shri Naina Deviji, 
District Bilaspur, H.P.       . . Petitioner. 
  

Versus 
 
 1. The Partners, M/s Universal Electric Engineers, Dalhousie Road Pathankot, Punjab 
(Contractor). 
 
 2. The Executive Engineer, Changer Area Lift Irrigation Project Division, Bassi, District 
Bilaspur, H.P. (Principal Employer)    . . Respondents. 

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

 
    For the Petitioner       :  Sh. Vijay Kaundal, Ld. Adv. 
 
    For the Respondent No.1     :  Sh. Manish Awasthi, Ld. Adv. 
 
    For Respondent No. 2      :  Sh.Anil Sharma, Ld. Dy.D.A. 
 

AWARD 
 
 The following reference has been received by this court for adjudication from the 
appropriate Government/Deputy Labour Commissioner : 

  
 “Whether termination of services of Shri Kuldeep Singh s/o Shri Nathu Ram, r/o V.P.O. 

Lehari, Tehsil Shri Naina Deviji, District Bilaspur, H.P. w.e.f. 01-07-2012 by (i) the 
Partners, M/S Universal Electric Engineers, Dalhousie Road Pathankot, Punjab (Contractor) 
and (ii) the Executive Engineer, Changer Area Lift Irrigation Project Division Bassi, 
District Bilaspur, H.P. (Principal Employer), without complying with the provisions of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, is legal and justified? If not, what amount of back wages, 
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seniority, past service benefits and compensation the above worker is entitled to from the 
above employers?” 

 
 2.  The brief facts as stated in the claim petition are that the petitioner had worked as daily 
wage Driver with respondent no.2 in Changer Area, Medium Lift Irrigation Scheme w.e.f. 1.5.2011 
till 30.6.2012 continuously. The petitioner alleges that his daily wages services were terminated by 
the verbal order dated 01.07.2012 without any reason and  without any  notice which amounts  to 
unfair labour practice on the part of the respondent. It is also alleged that on 1.7.2012 the 
respondents had allotted the work on contract without providing any information  and all the matter 
kept confidential.  The petitioner alleged that  the respondent has violated the provisions of Section 
25B, 25-F(b), 25-G and 25-H of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and principle of  ‘Last Come 
First Go’. He alleged that he has worked for more 240 days in a year. He is unemployed and till 
date no employment is available to him. The petitioner has prayed for reinstatement of service 
along-with seniority and continuity of service  and other consequential benefit and back wages.  
  
 3. In reply on behalf of respondent no.1 preliminary objections qua maintainability, non 
joinder of necessary party and no employer employee relationship between the respondent no.1 and 
petitioner have been raised.  On merit, it is denied that the petitioner had worked continuously 
w.e.f. 1.11.2011 to 30.6.2012. It is asserted that  neither the petitioner was part time nor regular 
employee of respondent no.1 but he was daily rated casual labourer and his services were engaged 
as a daily rated casual labourer for operation of pumping machinery by respondent no. 2. The 
petitioner was a contractual labourer and the contract of the respondent no.1 with respondent no. 2 
come to an end in May, 2013 and as such the services of the petitioner were no more required by 
the respondent no. 1. It is asserted that before completion of contract one month prior notice was 
given to the petitioner as well as all the payments of labourer were cleared till May, 2013. It is 
asserted that after completion of the work of respondent no.1 a new contract of operation and 
maintenance for the same pumping machinery was awarded to one Shri Vijay Kumar Contractor, 
M/s Vasudev Electrical VPO Mojowal (Naya Nangal), Punjab and the same labour had worked 
under the said contractor. All the other averments made in the claim petition are denied in parawise 
and it is prayed that the claim of the petitioner deserves to be dismissed. 
  
 
 4. In reply on behalf of respondent no. 2 has raised preliminary objections qua 
maintainability and no employer employee relationship between the respondent no. 2 and 
petitioner. On merits, it is denied that the petitioner was engaged as daily wage helper on 1.5.2011 
by the respondent no. 2 and he (petitioner) worked upto 30.6.2012 with the respondent no. 2.  It is 
also denied that the work was allotted to contractor on 1.7.2012 through tender. It is denied that the 
respondent no. 2 had terminated the services of the petitioner. It is asserted that the Changer Area 
Medium Lift Irrigation Project was constructed through various contractors and after its completion 
it was awarded to various contractors for operation and maintenance of the same project by 
outsourcing of labour in the year 2012-13.  The petitioner was never engaged nor terminated  by the 
respondent, thus there was no relationship of employer and employee between the respondent No. 2  
and petitioner.  It is also asserted that neither the petitioner nor other workers were engaged  by the 
respondent no. 2 when the petitioner along-with other workers raised demand notice before the 
Labour-cum-Conciliation Officer then the respondent filed  reply vide letter No. 2160-62 dated    
08-01-2014 along-with list of workers mentioned in the demand notice before the Labour-cum-
Conciliation Officer Bilaspur. Other averments made in the petition were denied and it is prayed 
that the petition deserved to be dismissed. 
 
 
 5. In rejoinder the preliminary objections were  denied and facts stated in the petition 
have been reasserted and reaffirmed.  
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 6. On the basis of the pleadings of the parties, the following issues were framed for 
adjudication and determination:— 
 
  1. Whether termination of services of the petitioner by the respondents w.e.f. 01-07-

2012 is/was illegal and unjustified, as alleged? OPP 
 
  2. If issue no.1 is  proved in affirmative, to what service benefits the petitioner is 

entitled to?... OPP. 
 
  3. Whether the claim petition is not maintainable, as alleged? . . OPR. 
 
  4. Whether the claim petition is bad for non-joinder of necessary parties, as alleged? 
          . . OPR1. 
 
  5. Whether there exists no relationship of employer and employee between the 

petitioner and respondents, as alleged?  . . OPR. 
 
   Relief   
  
 7. The petitioner in order to prove his case examined himself by way of affidavit  Ext. 
PW1/A wherein  he reiterated  the facts alleged in the claim petition.  Petitioner has also examined 
one Shri Kamal Dev s/o Sh. Shri Ram as PW2 stated on oath that he was President of Kissan Vikas 
Committee formed by I&PH department. He stated that he knows the petitioner who was driver of 
respondent no. 2. He further stated that he could not say that under which capacity the petitioner 
used to do the work of beldar with the respondent no. 2. 
                  
 8. It is pertinent to mention here that respondent no.1 had given many opportunities to 
adduce evidence despite this fact neither steps have been taken nor witnesses have been produced 
before this court  by respondent no.1 hence the evidence of respondent no.1 was closed by the order 
of court on 22.11.2024.  
  
 9. Respondent no. 2 examined Sh. Satish Kumar Sharma, Executive Engineer, Jal Shakti 
Division Bilaspur by way of affidavit Ex. RW1/A.  He also produced on record  copy of list of 
employees submitted by respondent no.1 Ext. RW1/B, copy of list of attendance Ext. RW1/C, copy 
of list of applicants Ext. RW1/D, copy of letter dated 26.6.2007 Ext. RW1/E, copy of notice 
inviting tender Ext. RW1/F, copy of letter dated 8.1.2014 Ext. RW1/G, copy of letter to KD 
Sharma Ext. RW1/H, copy of letter to respondent no.1 Ext. RW1/J, copy of letter to Vijay Kumar 
Ext. RW1/K, copy of letter to Vijay Kumar Ext. RW1/L, copy of letter to Ravinder Singh Ext. 
RW1/M and copy of letter to Vijay Kumar Ext.RW1/N. 
 
 10. I have heard the learned Counsel for the petitioner as well as learned Dy. D.A. for the 
respondent   at  length and records perused.  
 
 
 11.  For the reasons to be recorded hereinafter while discussing the issues for 
determination, my findings thereon are as under: 
 
  Issue No. 1  :  No 
 
  Issue No. 2  :  No 
 
  Issue No. 3  :  Yes 
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  Issue No. 4  :  No 
 
  Issue No. 5  :  Yes 
 
  Relief.    :  Claim petition is dismissed per operative portion of the 

Award. 
 

REASONS FOR FINDINGS 
 

Issues No.1 and 5 
 
 12. Both the issues shall be taken up together for the purpose of adjudication. 
 
 13. The petitioner has asserted that his services were engaged by respondent no. 2 w.e.f. 
1.05.2011 on daily wage on muster roll basis in the capacity of beldar without any appointment 
letter and thereafter he continued to work with the respondent No. 2 till 30.6.2012 under the control 
and supervision of the Junior Engineer/Assistant Engineer, Bassi.  The petitioner also asserts that 
he had completed 240 days of work and his attendance was marked and payment was made by 
Junior Engineer every month. The petitioner further asserted that at the time of his appointment he 
was asked to produce his birth certificate, qualification and two passport size photos by the 
respondent No. 2. He performed his duty in Changer Area Lift Irrigation Project Bassi. While 
alleging his illegal termination by respondent no. 2 on 1.7.2012 he has very categorically stated that 
he has never worked during service with respondent no.1 contractor w.e.f. 1.11.2011 to 30.6.2012. 
The respondent no.1 had never issued any appointment letter to him regarding his engagement and 
did not make any payment during his period of service. He also alleges that attendance of petitioner 
was not marked by respondent no.1.  
 
 14. Respondent no.1 in their reply have submitted that they had engaged the services of the 
petitioner as daily rated casual labour for the operation of pumping machinery by respondent no. 2. 
The contract of respondent no.1 with respondent no. 2 came to an end in May, 2013 consequently 
the services of petitioner were not more required  as it was linked to the length of contract of 
respondent no.1 with respondent no. 2. Respondent no.1 further asserts that they had given one 
month’s prior notice to the claimant/petitioner before completion of the contract and all the 
payment of labourer were cleared till 2013. No evidence could be produced by respondent no.1 
despite opportunity.  
 
 15. The statement of petitioner in claim petition points towards the fact that the petitioner 
has confined his claim only against respondent no. 2. In cross-examination the petitioner has denied 
that he had worked under different contractors at different time or project or that he was employed 
by respondent no.1 and also his services came to an end after the completion of the contract 
between respondent no.1 and respondent no. 2. 
 
 16. RW1 Shri Satish Kumar Sharma, Executive Engineer has deposed that the petitioner 
was engaged on outsource basis through contractor respondent no.1 under the scheme of A/R and 
M/O Medium Lift Irrigation Project Changer Area from Anandpur Hydel Channel. He alleges that 
petitioner was an employee of respondent no.1 thus he was neither engaged nor terminated by 
respondent no. 2. The copy of notice inviting tender Ext.RW1/F and the letters Ext.RW1/E, 
Ext.RW1/G, Ext.RW1/H, Ext.RW1/J and Ext.RW1/K, Ext.RW1/L, Ext.RW1/M and Ext.RW1/N 
also show that various works of scheme were given on contract to various private contractors for 
particular period of time. In the pleadings presented on behalf of respondent no.1 the contention of 
respondent no. 2 has been accepted and it is also mentioned that the petitioner was employed by 
respondent no.1 for the period of contract which was assigned to it by respondent no. 2. 
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Considering the claim which has been preferred on behalf of petitioner the onus to prove the 
employer employee relationship between the petitioner and respondent no.2 was solely on the 
petitioner. This fact has been denied and contested by respondent no. 2 hence oral and documentary 
evidence in this regard was to be produced initially by the petitioner. Except the bald statement of 
petitioner there is no other oral and documentary evidence pointing towards the fact that the 
petitioner had been appointed and was terminated by the order of the respondent no. 2. The 
document Ext. RW1/B, Ext. RW1/C are the documents prepared by respondent nos.1 and 2 
regarding the work done by the workers under them and also their date of engagement as well as 
attendance for June, 2012. Ext. RW1/D is merely a list of workers who had raised their claim 
against the respondents. RW1 Shri Satish Kumar Sharma has admitted that project was supervised 
by the official of the department but denied that contract was merely a formality. He has denied that 
petitioner was employed and terminated by respondent no. 2. He however admits that the 
department has no license under Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act of 1970 nor any 
document has been produced on record which would exempt the department from obtaining license 
under Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act of 1970. Hon’ble Supreme Court in Dena 
Nath and Ors vs. National Fertilizers Ltd. and Ors, AIR 1992 SC 457 has held as follows:— 
 
 “….The only consequences provided in the Act where either the principal employer or the 

labour contractor violates the provision of Sections 9 and 12 respectively is the penal 
provision, as envisaged under the Act for which reference may be made to Sections 
23 and 25 of the Act. We are thus of the firm view that in proceedings under Article 226 of 
the Constitution merely because contractor or the employer had violated any provision of 
the Act or the rules, the Court could not issue any mandamus for deeming the contract 
labour as having become the employees of the principal employer. We would not like to 
express any view on the decision of the Karnataka High Court or of the Gujarat High Court 
(supra) since these decisions are under challenge in this court, but we would place on record 
that we do not agree with the aforequoted observations of the Madras High Court about the 
effect of non-registration of the principal employer or the non-licensing of the labour 
contractor nor with the view of Bombay High Court in the aforesaid case. We are of the 
view that the decisions of the Kerala High Court and Delhi High Court are correct and we 
approve the same”. 

 
 17. There is nothing on record to exhibit that document pertaining to the engagement of 
labourers through a contractor were merely a camouflage or that the workmen had actually been 
employed by the department i.e. respondent no. 2. There is no evidence of direct supervision of the 
workmen, appointment and termination by respondent no. 2. The record for payment being 
received directly by respondent no. 2 is also not produced by the petitioner thus even in the absence 
of mandatory license of Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act of 1970, the petitioner 
workman cannot be treated as an employee of the principle employer i.e. respondent no. 2. The 
claim of petitioner against respondent no.1 being wholly unpressed, there is nothing to prove 
employment of employer and employee relationship between the petitioner and respondent no. 2. In 
these circumstances it cannot be held that petitioner’s services were illegally terminated by the 
respondents. Accordingly issues no. 1 and 5 are decided in the favour of the respondents.  
 
 
Issue No. 2 
 
 
 18. The onus of proving this issue was on the petitioner. The petitioner has failed to 
discharge burden of proving employer employee relationship between petitioner and respondent 
no.2 against which the relief has been claimed hence petitioner is not entitled to the relief prayed 
for and this issue is also decided in the favour of the respondents.  
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Issue No. 3 
 
 19. Maintainability of petition was challenged by the respondent on the ground that 
petitioner had not worked under the respondent. The work of irrigation scheme has been awarded to 
respondent no.1 and the petitioner has however denied that he was ever employed by respondent 
no.1, nor pressed his claim against respondent no.1. In these circumstances the present petition is 
not maintainable.  
 
Issue No. 4 
 
 20. In the present case in addition to the petitioner the principle employer as well as the 
contractor who has obtained labour by way of outsource have been impleaded as party in the claim 
petition. It appears from the circumstances of the claim that there was no any other necessary or 
proper parties to the present claim hence the claim is not bad for non-joinder of necessary parties. 
  
Relief 
 
 21. In view of my findings on the issues no. 1, 2, 3 and  5 above the claim petition filed on 
behalf of the petitioner is not maintainable and the same is dismissed. Parties are left to bear their 
costs. 
 
 22.  The reference is answered in aforesaid terms. A copy of this Award be sent to the 
appropriate Government for publication in the official gazette. File after due completion be 
consigned to the Record Room. 
 
 Announced in the open Court today, this 15th  day of January, 2025.  

     Sd/- 
 (PARVEEN CHAUHAN),     

Presiding Judge, 
Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal,     

Kangra at Dharamshala, H.P. 
 

_____________ 
 
 
 
IN THE COURT OF SH. PARVEEN CHAUHAN, PRESIDING JUDGE, LABOUR COURT-

CUM-INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KANGRA AT DHARAMSHALA (H.P.) 
 
     Reference No.  :  507/2016 
 
     Date of Institution   :  23.08.2016 
 
     Date of Decision  :  15.01.2025 
 
 Shri Pyar Singh s/o Shri Gajjan Singh, r/o Village Dharot, P.O. Lakhnu, Tehsil Shri Naina 
Deviji, District Bilaspur, H.P.     . . Petitioner.  
 

Versus 
 
 1. The Partners, M/s Universal Electric Engineers, Dalhousie Road Pathankot, Punjab 
(Contractor). 
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 2. The Executive Engineer, Changer Area Lift Irrigation Project Division, Bassi, District 
Bilaspur, H.P. (Principal Employer)    . . Respondents. 

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

 
    For the Petitioner       :  Sh. Vijay Kaundal, Ld. Adv. 
 
    For the Respondent No.1     :  Sh. Manish Awasthi, Ld. Adv. 
 
    For Respondent No. 2      :  Sh.Anil Sharma, Ld. Dy.D.A. 
 

AWARD 
 
 The following reference has been received by this court for adjudication from the 
appropriate Government/Deputy Labour Commissioner : 
  
 “Whether termination of services of Shri Pyar Singh s/o Shri Gajjan Singh, r/o Village 

Dharot, P.O. Lakhnu, Tehsil Shri Naina Deviji, District Bilaspur, H.P. w.e.f.                     
01-07-2012 by (i) the Partners, M/s Universal Electric Engineers, Dalhousie Road 
Pathankot, Punjab (Contractor) and (ii) the Executive Engineer, Changer Area Lift 
Irrigation Project Division Bassi, District Bilaspur, H.P. (Principal Employer), without 
complying with the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, is legal and justified? If 
not, what amount of back wages, seniority, past service benefits and compensation the 
above worker is entitled to from the above employers?” 

 
 2.  The brief facts as stated in the claim petition are that the petitioner had worked as daily 
wage  Beldar with respondent no.2 in Changer Area, Medium Lift Irrigation Scheme w.e.f. 
1.11.2011 till 30.6.2012 continuously. The petitioner alleges that his daily wages services were 
terminated by the verbal order dated 01.07.2012 without any reason and  without any  notice which 
amounts  to unfair labour practice on the part of the respondent. It is also alleged that on 1.7.2012 
the respondents had allotted the work on contract without providing any information  and all the 
matter kept confidential.  The petitioner alleged that  the respondent has violated the provisions of 
Section 25B, 25-F(b), 25-G and 25-H of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and principle of  ‘Last 
Come First Go’. He alleged that he has worked for more 240 days in a year. He is unemployed and 
till date no employment is available to him. The petitioner has prayed for reinstatement of service 
along-with seniority and continuity of service  and other consequential benefit and back wages. 
   
 
 3. In reply on behalf of respondent no.1 preliminary objections qua maintainability, non 
joinder of necessary party and no employer employee relationship between the respondent no.1 and 
petitioner have been raised.  On merit, it is denied that the petitioner had worked continuously 
w.e.f. 1.11.2011 to 30.6.2012. It is asserted that  neither the petitioner was part time nor regular 
employee of respondent no.1 but he was daily rated casual labourer and his services were engaged 
as a daily rated casual labourer for operation of pumping machinery by respondent no. 2. The 
petitioner was a contractual labourer and the contract of the respondent no.1 with respondent no. 2 
come to an end in May, 2013 and as such the services of the petitioner were no more required by 
the respondent no.1. It is asserted that before completion of contract one month prior notice was 
given to the petitioner as well as all the payments of labourer were cleared till May, 2013. It is 
asserted that after completion of the work of respondent no.1 a new contract of operation and 
maintenance for the same pumping machinery was awarded to one Shri Vijay Kumar Contractor, 
M/s Vasudev Electrical V.P.O. Mojowal (Naya Nangal), PunJab and the same labour had worked 
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under the said contractor. All the other averments made in the claim petition are denied in parawise 
and it is prayed that the claim of the petitioner deserves to be dismissed.  
 
 4. In reply on behalf of respondent no. 2 has raised preliminary objections qua 
maintainability and no employer employee relationship between the respondent no. 2 and 
petitioner. On merits, it is denied that the petitioner was engaged as daily wage helper on 1.11.2011 
by the respondent no. 2 and he (petitioner) worked upto 30.6.2012 with the respondent no.2.  It is 
also denied that the work was allotted to contractor on 1.7.2012 through tender. It is denied that the 
respondent no. 2 had terminated the services of the petitioner. It is asserted that the Changer Area 
Medium Lift Irrigation Project was constructed through various contractors and after its completion 
it was awarded to various contractors for operation and maintenance of the same project by 
outsourcing of labour in the year 2012-13.  The petitioner was never engaged nor terminated  by the 
respondent, thus there was no relationship of employer and employee between the respondent No. 2  
and petitioner.  It is also asserted that neither the petitioner nor other workers were engaged  by the 
respondent no. 2 when the petitioner along-with other workers raised demand notice before the 
Labour-cum-Conciliation Officer then the respondent filed  reply vide letter No. 2160-62 dated    
08-01-2014 along-with list of workers mentioned in the demand notice before the Labour-cum-
Conciliation Officer Bilaspur. Other averments made in the petition were denied and it is prayed 
that the petition deserved to be dismissed. 
 
 5. In rejoinder the preliminary objections were  denied and facts stated in the petition 
have been reasserted and reaffirmed.  
 
 6. On the basis of the pleadings of the parties, the following issues were framed for 
adjudication and determination:— 
 
  1. Whether termination of services of the petitioner by the respondents w.e.f.         

01-07-2012 is/was illegal and unjustified, as alleged?  . . OPP. 
 
  2. If issue no.1 is  proved in affirmative, to what service benefits the petitioner is 

entitled to?     . . OPP. 
 
  3. Whether the claim petition is not maintainable, as alleged? . . OPR. 
 
  4. Whether the claim petition is bad for non-joinder of necessary parties, as alleged? 
          . . OPR. 
 
  5. Whether there exists no relationship of employer and employee between the 

petitioner and respondents, as alleged? . . OPR. 
 
   Relief  
  
 7. The petitioner in order to prove his case examined himself by way of affidavit  Ext. 
PW1/A wherein  he reiterated  the facts alleged in the claim petition.   
                  
 8. It is pertinent to mention here that respondent no.1 had given many opportunities to 
adduce evidence despite this fact neither steps have been taken nor witnesses have been produced 
before this court  by respondent no.1 hence the evidence of respondent no.1 was closed by the order 
of court on 22.11.2024.   
 
 9. Respondent no.2 examined Sh. Satish Kumar Sharma, Executive Engineer, Jal Shakti 
Division Bilaspur by way of affidavit Ex. RW1/A.  He also produced on record  copy of list of 
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employees submitted by respondent no.1 Ext. RW1/B, copy of list of attendance Ext. RW1/C, copy 
of list of applicants Ext. RW1/D, copy of letter dated 29.1.2007 Ext. RW1/E, copy of notice 
inviting tender Ext. RW1/F, copy of letter dated 8.1.2014 Ext. RW1/G, copy of letter to KD 
Sharma Ext. RW1/H, copy of letter to respondent no.1 Ext. RW1/J, copy of letter to Vijay Kumar 
Ext. RW1/K, copy of letter to Vijay Kumar Ext. RW1/L, copy of letter to Ravinder Singh Ext. 
RW1/M and copy of letter to Vijay Kumar Ext.RW1/N. 
 
 10. I have heard the learned Counsel for the petitioner as well as learned Dy. D.A. for the 
respondent   at  length and records perused.  
 
 11. For the reasons to be recorded hereinafter while discussing the issues for 
determination, my findings thereon are as under: 
 
  Issue No.1 :  No 
 
  Issue No.2 :  No 
 
  Issue No.3 :  Yes 
 
  Issue No.4 :  No 
 
  Issue No.5 :  Yes 
 
  Relief.   :  Claim petition is dismissed per operative portion of the Award. 
 

REASONS FOR FINDINGS 
 

Issues No.1 and 5 
 
 12. Both the issues shall be taken up together for the purpose of adjudication. 
 
 13. The petitioner has asserted that his services were engaged by respondent no. 2 w.e.f. 
1.11.2011 on daily wage on muster roll basis in the capacity of beldar without any appointment 
letter and thereafter he continued to work with the respondent No. 2 till 30.6.2012 under the control 
and supervision of the Junior Engineer/Assistant Engineer, Bassi.  The petitioner also asserts that 
he had completed 240 days of work and his attendance was marked and payment was made by 
Junior Engineer every month. The petitioner further asserted that at the time of his appointment he 
was asked to produce his birth certificate, qualification and two passport size photos by the 
respondent No. 2. He performed his duty in Changer Area Lift Irrigation Project Bassi. While 
alleging his illegal termination by respondent no. 2 on 1.7.2012 he has very categorically stated that 
he has never worked during service with respondent no.1 contractor w.e.f. 1.11.2011 to 30.6.2012. 
The respondent no.1 had never issued any appointment letter to him regarding his engagement and 
did not make any payment during his period of service. He also alleges that attendance of petitioner 
was not marked by respondent no.1.  
 
 
 14. Respondent no.1 in their reply have submitted that they had engaged the services of the 
petitioner as daily rated casual labour for the operation of pumping machinery by respondent no.2. 
The contract of respondent no.1 with respondent no. 2 came to an end in May, 2013 consequently 
the services of petitioner were not more required  as it was linked to the length of contract of 
respondent no.1 with respondent no. 2. Respondent no.1 further asserts that they had given one 
month’s prior notice to the claimant/petitioner before completion of the contract and all the 
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payment of labourer were cleared till 2013. No evidence could be produced by respondent no.1 
despite opportunity.  
 
 15. The statement of petitioner in claim petition points towards the fact that the petitioner 
has confined his claim only against respondent no. 2. In cross-examination the petitioner has denied 
that he had worked under different contractors at different time or project or that he was employed 
by respondent no.1 and also his services came to an end after the completion of the contract 
between respondent no.1 and respondent no.2. 
 
 
 16. RW1 Shri Satish Kumar Sharma, Executive Engineer has deposed that the petitioner 
was engaged on outsource basis through contractor respondent no.1 under the scheme of A/R and 
M/O Medium Lift Irrigation Project Changer Area from Anandpur Hydel Channel. He alleges that 
petitioner was an employee of respondent no.1 thus he was neither engaged nor terminated by 
respondent no. 2. The copy of notice inviting tender Ext.RW1/F and the letters Ext.RW1/E, 
Ext.RW1/G, Ext.RW1/H, Ext.RW1/J and Ext.RW1/K, Ext.RW1/L, Ext.RW1/M and Ext.RW1/N 
also show that various works of scheme were given on contract to various private contractors for 
particular period of time. In the pleadings presented on behalf of respondent no.1 the contention of 
respondent no. 2 has been accepted and it is also mentioned that the petitioner was employed by 
respondent no.1 for the period of contract which was assigned to it by respondent no. 2. 
Considering the claim which has been preferred on behalf of petitioner the onus to prove the 
employer employee relationship between the petitioner and respondent no. 2 was solely on the 
petitioner. This fact has been denied and contested by respondent no. 2 hence oral and documentary 
evidence in this regard was to be produced initially by the petitioner. Except the bald statement of 
petitioner there is no other oral and documentary evidence pointing towards the fact that the 
petitioner had been appointed  and was terminated by the order of the respondent no. 2. The 
document Ext. RW1/B, Ext. RW1/C are the documents prepared by respondent nos.1 and 2 
regarding the work done by the workers under them and also their date of engagement as well as 
attendance for June, 2012. Ext. RW1/D is merely a list of workers who had raised their claim 
against the respondents. RW1 Shri Satish Kumar Sharma has admitted that project was supervised 
by the official of the department but denied that contract was merely a formality. He has denied that 
petitioner was employed and terminated by respondent no.2. He however admits that the 
department has no license under Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act of 1970 nor any 
document has been produced on record which would exempt the department from obtaining license 
under Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act of 1970. Hon’ble Supreme Court in Dena 
Nath and Ors vs. National Fertilizers Ltd. and Ors, AIR 1992 SC 457 has held as follows:— 
 
 
 “….The only consequences provided in the Act where either the principal employer or the 

labour contractor violates the provision of Sections 9 and 12 respectively is the penal 
provision, as envisaged under the Act for which reference may be made to Sections 
23 and 25 of the Act. We are thus of the firm view that in proceedings under Article 226 of 
the Constitution merely because contractor or the employer had violated any provision of 
the Act or the rules, the Court could not issue any mandamus for deeming the contract 
labour as having become the employees of the principal employer. We would not like to 
express any view on the decision of the Karnataka High Court or of the Gujarat High Court 
(supra) since these decisions are under challenge in this court, but we would place on record 
that we do not agree with the aforequoted observations of the Madras High Court about the 
effect of non-registration of the principal employer or the non-licensing of the labour 
contractor nor with the view of Bombay High Court in the aforesaid case. We are of the 
view that the decisions of the Kerala High Court and Delhi High Court are correct and we 
approve the same”. 
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 17. There is nothing on record to exhibit that document pertaining to the engagement of 
labourers through a contractor were merely a camouflage or that the workmen had actually been 
employed by the department i.e. respondent no. 2. There is no evidence of direct supervision of the 
workmen, appointment and termination by respondent no.2. The record for payment being received 
directly by respondent no. 2 is also not produced by the petitioner thus even in the absence of 
mandatory license of Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act of 1970, the petitioner 
workman cannot be treated as an employee of the principle employer i.e. respondent no. 2. The 
claim of petitioner against respondent no.1 being wholly unpressed, there is nothing to prove 
employment of employer and employee relationship between the petitioner and respondent no. 2. In 
these circumstances it cannot be held that petitioner’s services were illegally terminated by the 
respondents. Accordingly issues no. 1 and 5 are decided in the favour of the respondents.  
 
Issue No. 2 
 
 18. The onus of proving this issue was on the petitioner. The petitioner has failed to 
discharge burden of proving employer employee relationship between petitioner and respondent 
no.2 against which the relief has been claimed hence petitioner is not entitled to the relief prayed 
for and this issue is also decided in the favour of the respondents.  
 
Issue No. 3 
 
 19. Maintainability of petition was challenged by the respondent on the ground that 
petitioner had not worked under the respondent. The work of irrigation scheme has been awarded to 
respondent no.1 and the petitioner has however denied that he was ever employed by respondent 
no.1, nor pressed his claim against respondent no.1. In these circumstances the present petition is 
not maintainable.  
 
Issue No. 4 
 
 20. In the present case in addition to the petitioner the principle employer as well as the 
contractor who has obtained labour by way of outsource have been impleaded as party in the claim 
petition. It appears from the circumstances of the claim that there was no any other necessary or 
proper parties to the present claim hence the claim is not bad for non-joinder of necessary parties.  
 
Relief 
 
 21. In view of my findings on the issues no. 1, 2, 3 and  5 above the claim petition filed on 
behalf of the petitioner is not maintainable and the same is dismissed. Parties are left to bear their 
costs. 
 
 22.  The reference is answered in aforesaid terms. A copy of this Award be sent to the 
appropriate Government for publication in the official gazette. File after due completion be 
consigned to the Record Room. 
 
 Announced in the open Court today, this 15th  day of January, 2025. 
 
  

     Sd/- 
 (PARVEEN CHAUHAN),     

Presiding Judge, 
Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal,     

Kangra at Dharamshala, H.P. 
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IN THE COURT OF SH. PARVEEN CHAUHAN, PRESIDING JUDGE, LABOUR COURT-

CUM-INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KANGRA AT DHARAMSHALA (H.P.) 
 
     Reference No.  :  509/2016 
 
     Date of Institution   :  23.08.2016 
 
     Date of Decision  :  15.01.2025 
 
 Shri Kamal Singh s/o Shri Hari Singh, r/o Village Jadour, P.O. Tarsuh, Tehsil Shri Naina 
Deviji, District Bilaspur, H.P.     . . Petitioner.  
 

Versus 
 
 1. The Partners, M/s Universal Electric Engineers, Dalhousie Road Pathankot, Punjab 
(Contractor). 
 
 2. The Executive Engineer, Changer Area Lift Irrigation Project Division, Bassi, District Bilaspur, 
H.P. (Principal Employer)    . . Respondents. 

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

 
    For the Petitioner       :  Sh. Vijay Kaundal, Ld. Adv. 
 
    For the Respondent No.1     :  Sh. Manish Awasthi, Ld. Adv. 
 
    For Respondent No. 2      :  Sh.Anil Sharma, Ld. Dy.D.A. 
 

AWARD 
 
 The following reference has been received by this court for adjudication from the 
appropriate Government/Deputy Labour Commissioner : 
  
 “Whether termination of services of Shri Kamal Singh s/o Shri Hari Siingh, r/o Village 

Jadour, P.O. Tarsuh, Tehsil Shri Naina Deviji, District Bilaspur, H.P. w.e.f.                     
01-07-2012 by (i) the Partners, M/S Universal Electric Engineers, Dalhousie Road 
Pathankot, Punjab (Contractor) and (ii) the Executive Engineer, Changer Area Lift 
Irrigation Project Division Bassi, District Bilaspur, H.P. (Principal Employer), without 
complying with the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, is legal and justified? If 
not, what amount of back wages, seniority, past service benefits and compensation the 
above worker is entitled to from the above employers?” 

 
 2.  The brief facts as stated in the claim petition are that the petitioner had worked as daily 
wage Beldar with respondent no.2 in Changer Area, Medium Lift Irrigation Scheme w.e.f. 
1.11.2011 till 30.6.2012 continuously. The petitioner alleges that his daily wages services were 
terminated by the verbal order dated 01.07.2012 without any reason and  without any  notice which 
amounts  to unfair labour practice on the part of the respondent. It is also alleged that on 1.7.2012 
the respondents had allotted the work on contract without providing any information  and all the 
matter kept confidential.  The petitioner alleged that  the respondent has violated the provisions of 
Section 25B, 25-F(b), 25-G and 25-H of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and principle of  ‘Last 
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Come First Go’. He alleged that he has worked for more 240 days in a year. He is unemployed and 
till date no employment is available to him. The petitioner has prayed for reinstatement of service 
along-with seniority and continuity of service  and other consequential benefit and back wages. 
   
 3. In reply on behalf of respondent no.1 preliminary objections qua maintainability, non 
joinder of necessary party and no employer employee relationship between the respondent no.1 and 
petitioner have been raised.  On merit, it is denied that the petitioner had worked continuously 
w.e.f. 1.11.2011 to 30.6.2012. It is asserted that  neither the petitioner was part time nor regular 
employee of respondent no.1 but he was daily rated casual labourer and his services were engaged 
as a daily rated casual labourer for operation of pumping machinery by respondent no. 2. The 
petitioner was a contractual labourer and the contract of the respondent no.1 with respondent no. 2 
come to an end in May, 2013 and as such the services of the petitioner were no more required by 
the respondent no.1. It is asserted that before completion of contract one month prior notice was 
given to the petitioner as well as all the payments of labourer were cleared till May, 2013. It is 
asserted that after completion of the work of respondent no.1 a new contract of operation and 
maintenance for the same pumping machinery was awarded to one Shri Vijay Kumar Contractor, 
M/s Vasudev Electrical VPO Mojowal (Naya Nangal), Punjab and the same labour had worked 
under the said contractor. All the other averments made in the claim petition are denied in parawise 
and it is prayed that the claim of the petitioner deserves to be dismissed. 
  
 4. In reply on behalf of respondent no. 2 has raised preliminary objections qua 
maintainability and no employer employee relationship between the respondent no. 2 and 
petitioner. On merits, it is denied that the petitioner was engaged as daily wage helper on 1.11.2011 
by the respondent no. 2 and he (petitioner) worked upto 30.6.2012 with the respondent no. 2.  It is 
also denied that the work was allotted to contractor on 1.7.2012 through tender. It is denied that the 
respondent no. 2 had terminated the services of the petitioner. It is asserted that the Changer Area 
Medium Lift Irrigation Project was constructed through various contractors and after its completion 
it was awarded to various contractors for operation and maintenance of the same project by 
outsourcing of labour in the year 2012-13.  The petitioner was never engaged nor terminated  by the 
respondent, thus there was no relationship of employer and employee between the respondent No. 2  
and petitioner.  It is also asserted that neither the petitioner nor other workers were engaged  by the 
respondent no. 2 when the petitioner along-with other workers raised demand notice before the 
Labour-cum-Conciliation Officer then the respondent filed  reply vide letter No. 2160-62 dated    
08-01-2014 along-with list of workers mentioned in the demand notice before the Labour-cum-
Conciliation Officer Bilaspur. Other averments made in the petition were denied and it is prayed 
that the petition deserved to be dismissed. 
 
 5. In rejoinder the preliminary objections were  denied and facts stated in the petition 
have been reasserted and reaffirmed.  
 
 6. On the basis of the pleadings of the parties, the following issues were framed for 
adjudication and determination:— 
 
  1. Whether termination of services of the petitioner by the respondents w.e.f.         

01-07-2012 is/was illegal and unjustified, as alleged?  . . OPP. 
 
  2. If issue no.1 is  proved in affirmative, to what service benefits the petitioner is 

entitled to?     . . OPP. 
 

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

  4. Whether the claim petition is bad for non-joinder of necessary parties, as alleged? 
          . . OPR. 
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  5. Whether there exists no relationship of employer and employee between the 

petitioner and respondents, as alleged?  . . OPR. 
 
   Relief   
  
 7. The petitioner in order to prove his case examined himself by way of affidavit  Ext. 
PW1/A wherein  he reiterated  the facts alleged in the claim petition.   
                  
 8. It is pertinent to mention here that respondent no.1 had given many opportunities to 
adduce evidence despite this fact neither steps have been taken nor witnesses have been produced 
before this court  by respondent no.1 hence the evidence of respondent no.1 was closed by the order 
of court on 22.11.2024.  
  
 9. Respondent no. 2 examined Sh. Satish Kumar Sharma, Executive Engineer, Jal Shakti 
Division Bilaspur by way of affidavit Ex. RW1/A.  He also produced on record  copy of list of 
employees submitted by respondent no.1 Ext. RW1/B, copy of list of attendance Ext. RW1/C, copy 
of list of applicants Ext. RW1/D, copy of letter dated 29.1.2007 Ext. RW1/E, copy of notice 
inviting tender Ext. RW1/F, copy of letter dated 8.1.2014 Ext. RW1/G, copy of letter to KD 
Sharma Ext. RW1/H, copy of letter to respondent no.1 Ext. RW1/J, copy of letter to Vijay Kumar 
Ext. RW1/K, copy of letter to Vijay Kumar Ext. RW1/L, copy of letter to Ravinder Singh Ext. 
RW1/M and copy of letter to Vijay Kumar Ext.RW1/N. 
 
 10. I have heard the learned Counsel for the petitioner as well as learned Dy. D.A. for the 
respondent   at  length and records perused.  
 
 11.  For the reasons to be recorded hereinafter while discussing the issues for 
determination, my findings thereon are as under: 
 
  Issue No.1 :  No 
 
  Issue No.2 :  No 
 
  Issue No.3 :  Yes 
 
  Issue No.4 :  No 
 
  Issue No.5 :  Yes 
 
  Relief.   :  Claim petition is dismissed per operative portion of the Award. 
 

REASONS FOR FINDINGS 
 

Issues No.1 and 5 
 
 12. Both the issues shall be taken up together for the purpose of adjudication. 
 
 13. The petitioner has asserted that his services were engaged by respondent no. 2 w.e.f. 
1.11.2011 on daily wage on muster roll basis in the capacity of beldar without any appointment 
letter and thereafter he continued to work with the respondent No. 2 till 30.6.2012 under the control 
and supervision of the Junior Engineer/Assistant Engineer, Bassi.  The petitioner also asserts that 
he had completed 240 days of work and his attendance was marked and payment was made by 
Junior Engineer every month. The petitioner further asserted that at the time of his appointment he 
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was asked to produce his birth certificate, qualification and two passport size photos by the 
respondent No. 2. He performed his duty in Changer Area Lift Irrigation Project Bassi. While 
alleging his illegal termination by respondent no. 2 on 1.7.2012 he has very categorically stated that 
he has never worked during service with respondent no.1 contractor w.e.f. 1.11.2011 to 30.6.2012. 
The respondent no.1 had never issued any appointment letter to him regarding his engagement and 
did not make any payment during his period of service. He also alleges that attendance of petitioner 
was not marked by respondent no.1.  
 
 14. Respondent no.1 in their reply have submitted that they had engaged the services of the 
petitioner as daily rated casual labour for the operation of pumping machinery by respondent no. 2. 
The contract of respondent no.1 with respondent no. 2 came to an end in May, 2013 consequently 
the services of petitioner were not more required  as it was linked to the length of contract of 
respondent no.1 with respondent no. 2. Respondent no.1 further asserts that they had given one 
month’s prior notice to the claimant/petitioner before completion of the contract and all the 
payment of labourer were cleared till 2013. No evidence could be produced by respondent no.1 
despite opportunity.  
 
 15. The statement of petitioner in claim petition points towards the fact that the petitioner 
has confined his claim only against respondent no. 2. In cross-examination the petitioner has denied 
that he had worked under different contractors at different time or project or that he was employed 
by respondent no.1 and also his services came to an end after the completion of the contract 
between respondent no.1 and respondent no. 2. 
 
 16. RW1 Shri Satish Kumar Sharma, Executive Engineer has deposed that the petitioner 
was engaged on outsource basis through contractor respondent no.1 under the scheme of A/R and 
M/O Medium Lift Irrigation Project Changer Area from Anandpur Hydel Channel. He alleges that 
petitioner was an employee of respondent no.1 thus he was neither engaged nor terminated by 
respondent no. 2. The copy of notice inviting tender Ext.RW1/F and the letters Ext.RW1/E, 
Ext.RW1/G, Ext.RW1/H, Ext.RW1/J and Ext.RW1/K, Ext.RW1/L, Ext.RW1/M and Ext.RW1/N 
also show that various works of scheme were given on contract to various private contractors for 
particular period of time. In the pleadings presented on behalf of respondent no.1 the contention of 
respondent no. 2 has been accepted and it is also mentioned that the petitioner was employed by 
respondent no.1 for the period of contract which was assigned to it by respondent no. 2. 
Considering the claim which has been preferred on behalf of petitioner the onus to prove the 
employer employee relationship between the petitioner and respondent no. 2 was solely on the 
petitioner. This fact has been denied and contested by respondent no.2 hence oral and documentary 
evidence in this regard was to be produced initially by the petitioner. Except the bald statement of 
petitioner there is no other oral and documentary evidence pointing towards the fact that the 
petitioner had been appointed  and was terminated by the order of the respondent no.2. The 
document Ext. RW1/B, Ext. RW1/C are the documents prepared by respondent nos.1 and 2 
regarding the work done by the workers under them and also their date of engagement as well as 
attendance for June, 2012. Ext. RW1/D is merely a list of workers who had raised their claim 
against the respondents. RW1 Shri Satish Kumar Sharma has admitted that project was supervised 
by the official of the department but denied that contract was merely a formality. He has denied that 
petitioner was employed and terminated by respondent no. 2. He however admits that the 
department has no license under Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act of 1970 nor any 
document has been produced on record which would exempt the department from obtaining license 
under Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act of 1970. Hon’ble Supreme Court in Dena 
Nath and Ors vs. National Fertilizers Ltd. and Ors, AIR 1992 SC 457 has held as follows:— 
 
 “….The only consequences provided in the Act where either the principal employer or the 

labour contractor violates the provision of Sections 9 and 12 respectively is the penal 
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provision, as envisaged under the Act for which reference may be made to Sections 
23 and 25 of the Act. We are thus of the firm view that in proceedings under Article 226 of 
the Constitution merely because contractor or the employer had violated any provision of 
the Act or the rules, the Court could not issue any mandamus for deeming the contract 
labour as having become the employees of the principal employer. We would not like to 
express any view on the decision of the Karnataka High Court or of the Gujarat High Court 
(supra) since these decisions are under challenge in this court, but we would place on record 
that we do not agree with the aforequoted observations of the Madras High Court about the 
effect of non-registration of the principal employer or the non-licensing of the labour 
contractor nor with the view of Bombay High Court in the aforesaid case. We are of the 
view that the decisions of the Kerala High Court and Delhi High Court are correct and we 
approve the same”. 

 
 17. There is nothing on record to exhibit that document pertaining to the engagement of 
labourers through a contractor were merely a camouflage or that the workmen had actually been 
employed by the department i.e. respondent no. 2. There is no evidence of direct supervision of the 
workmen, appointment and termination by respondent no. 2. The record for payment being 
received directly by respondent no. 2 is also not produced by the petitioner thus even in the absence 
of mandatory license of Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act of 1970, the petitioner 
workman cannot be treated as an employee of the principle employer i.e. respondent no. 2. The 
claim of petitioner against respondent no.1 being wholly unpressed, there is nothing to prove 
employment of employer and employee relationship between the petitioner and respondent no. 2. In 
these circumstances it cannot be held that petitioner’s services were illegally terminated by the 
respondents. Accordingly issues no. 1 and 5 are decided in the favour of the respondents.  
 
Issue No. 2 
 
 18. The onus of proving this issue was on the petitioner. The petitioner has failed to 
discharge burden of proving employer employee relationship between petitioner and respondent 
no.2 against which the relief has been claimed hence petitioner is not entitled to the relief prayed 
for and this issue is also decided in the favour of the respondents.  
 
Issue No. 3 
 
 19. Maintainability of petition was challenged by the respondent on the ground that 
petitioner had not worked under the respondent. The work of irrigation scheme has been awarded to 
respondent no.1 and the petitioner has however denied that he was ever employed by respondent 
no.1, nor pressed his claim against respondent no.1. In these circumstances the present petition is 
not maintainable.  
 
Issue No. 4 
 
 20. In the present case in addition to the petitioner the principle employer as well as the 
contractor who has obtained labour by way of outsource have been impleaded as party in the claim 
petition. It appears from the circumstances of the claim that there was no any other necessary or 
proper parties to the present claim hence the claim is not bad for non-joinder of necessary parties. 
  
Relief 
 
 21. In view of my findings on the issues no. 1, 2, 3 and  5 above the claim petition filed on 
behalf of the petitioner is not maintainable and the same is dismissed. Parties are left to bear their 
costs. 
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 22.  The reference is answered in aforesaid terms. A copy of this Award be sent to the 
appropriate Government for publication in the official gazette. File after due completion be 
consigned to the Record Room. 
 
 Announced in the open Court today, this 15th  day of January, 2025. 
  

     Sd/- 
 (PARVEEN CHAUHAN),     

Presiding Judge, 
Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal,     

Kangra at Dharamshala, H.P. 
 

_____________ 
 
 
IN THE COURT OF SH. PARVEEN CHAUHAN, PRESIDING JUDGE, LABOUR COURT-

CUM-INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KANGRA AT DHARAMSHALA (H.P.) 
 
     Reference No.     :  29/2016 
 
     Date of Institution   :  20.01.2016 
 
     Date of Decision  :  15.01.2025  
 
 Shri Amar Singh s/o Shri Santu Ram, r/o Village Khurahal, P.O. Khural, Tehsil Sunder 
Nagar, District Mandi, H.P.     . . Petitioner. 
   

Versus 
 
 The Executive Engineer, Sunder Nagar Division, H.P.P.W.D. Sunder Nagar, District 
Mandi, H.P.         . . Respondent.  
 

Reference under Section 10 (1) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
 
    For the Petitioner :  Nemo 
 
    For Respondent   :  Sh. Anil Guleria, Ld. ADA 
 
 

AWARD 
 
 The following reference has been received by this court for adjudication from the 
appropriate Authority/Joint  Labour Commissioner.  
 
 
 “Whether termination of services of Shri Amar Singh s/o Shri Santu Ram, r/o Village 

Khurahal, P.O. Khural, Tehsil Sunder Nagar, District Mandi, H.P. by the Executive 
Engineer, Sunder Nagar Division, H.P.P.W.D. Sunder Nagar, District Mandi, H.P. during 
November, 1998 without complying the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, is 
legal and justified? If not, keeping in view the delay of more than 11 years in raising the 
industrial dispute, what amount of back wages, seniority, past service benefits and 
compensation the above aggrieved workman is entitled to from the above employer?”  
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 2. The brief facts as stated in the claim petition are that  the petitioner had worked with 
the respondent as daily waged beldar from 1997 to 1998 however respondent has orally terminated 
the services of the petitioner without any cause and without issuing any notice.  It is asserted that 
workers junior to the petitioner have been kept on work and they are all mentioned in the record of 
the department. The petitioner had filed OA bearing No.2304/1999 before the Hon’ble 
Administrative Tribunal which was decided in his favour but the respondent had not followed the 
same which was unfair labour practice. The petitioner has requested time and again with regard to 
his re-engagement but of no avail. It is asserted that as per seniority list from the year 1997 to 2010 
the department had kept on work many workers junior to the petitioner namely Sukh Ram, Liak 
Ram, Gulaba Ram, Jeet Ram, Shyam Lal, Tulsi Ram etc. It is asserted that the department had 
violated the provisions of Sections 25-B, 25-N, 25-F (a), 25-F (b), 25-G and 25-G as well as the 
principle of ‘last come first go’. The petitioner is unemployed. In the light of these averments the 
petitioner has prayed that he may be reinstated in his services with seniority and continuity in 
service and all consequential benefits. 
 
 3. In reply to the petition preliminary objections qua maintainability and delay and 
latches have been raised. On merits, it is denied that the petitioner worked with the respondent 
department in the year 1996 to 1999 and his services were retrenched/terminated illegally in the 
year 1999. It is asserted that the petitioner had worked only for 79 days in the year 1996, 145 days 
in 1997, 135 days in 1998 and 37 days in April, May, 1999 and thereafter he has left the job at his 
own sweet will without giving any intimation to the department. He has not worked for 240 days in 
any calendar year and was not interested to work with the respondent department. Other parawise 
averments made in the reply were denied and it is prayed that the petition deserves to be dismissed. 
  
 4. The petitioner by way of rejoinder has denied  preliminary objections raised in the 
reply  and facts stated in the petition are reasserted and reaffirmed.  
  
 5. On the basis of the pleadings of the parties, the following issues were framed for 
adjudication and determination:— 
 
  1. Whether termination of the services of petitioner by the respondent during 

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

entitled to?      . . OPP. 
 
  3. Whether the claim petition is not maintainable in the present form, as alleged? 
          . . OPR. 
 
  4. Whether the claim petition is bad on account of delay and laches as alleged? 
          . .  OPR. 
 
   Relief   
 
 6. I have heard the learned ADA for the respondent at length and records perused 
  
 7. For the reasons to be recorded hereinafter while discussing the issues for 
determination, my findings thereon are as under:— 
 
  Issue No.1 :  No  
 
  Issue No. 2 :  No 
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  Issue No. 3 :  Not pressed 
 
  Issue No. 4 :  Not pressed  
 
  Relief   :  Claim Petition is dismissed per operative portion of the Award.  
 

REASONS FOR FINDINGS 
 

Issues No. 1 to 4 
 
 8. All the issues shall be taken up together for the purpose of adjudication. 
 
 9. The petitioner in the present case failed to appear before this court on 18.12.2024 at 
Mandi. The report shows that the petitioner was duly served for the said date. Despite due service 
and knowledge of the proceedings he did not put his presence nor any Counsel/Authorized 
Representative appeared on his behalf. Section 10(B) Clause 9 read with the Industrial Disputes 
(Central) Rules, 1957. 
 
 “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.” 

 
 10. It is argued by learned ADA for the respondent that the onus of proving the averments 
and allegations by way of leading oral or documentary evidence in the court is on the claimant. The 
learned ADA has further submitted that considering the conduct of the petitioner and the fact that 
he is not able to substantiate the allegations by way leading evidence the reference cannot be 
decided in favour of the claimant. 
 
 11. The perusal of the case file shows that the petitioner has received the summons of the 
court as ample opportunities has been granted to the petitioner to appear before this court to 
produce evidence oral as well as documentary. He failed produce the evidence but despite having 
knowledge of the proceedings failed to appear before this court hence he was proceeded ex parte. 
The onus of proving the fact that termination of the services of the petitioner by the respondent 
during November, 1998 was illegal and unjustified was on the petitioner. In absence of cogent 
evidence to this effect the reference  cannot be decided in the favour of petitioner. Rule 22 of The 
Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957 also provides as follow:— 
 
 “22. 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.”  

 
 12. Hon’ble Supreme Court in M/s Haryana Suraj Malting Ltd. vs. Phool Chand, AIR 
2018 SC 2670 has observed thus under the statutory scheme the Labour Court/Tribunal is 
empowered to follow its own procedure as it thinks fit, meaning thereby, a procedure which is fit 
and proper for the settlement of the Industrial Dispute and for maintaining industrial peace. If a 
party fails to attend the Court/Tribunal without showing sufficient cause, the Court/Tribunal can 
proceed ex parte and pass an ex parte award. The award, ex parte or otherwise, has to be sent to the 
appropriate Government as soon as it is made and the appropriate Government has to publish it 
within 30 days of its receipt. The award thus published becomes enforceable after a period of 30 
days of its publication.  
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 13. In the circumstances of the present case also the reference was made to this court 
however claimant/petitioner failed to adduce evidence to substantiate allegations.  
 
Relief  
 
 14. In view of the above, the reference is not maintainable and is accordingly dismissed. 
The parties are left to bear their costs. 
 
 15.  The reference is answered in aforesaid terms. A copy of this Award be sent to the 
appropriate Government for publication in the official gazette. File after due completion be 
consigned to the Record Room. 
 
 Announced in the open Court today, this 15th day of January, 2025.  
 

     Sd/- 
 (PARVEEN CHAUHAN),     

Presiding Judge, 
Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal,     

Kangra at Dharamshala, H.P. 
 

_____________ 
 
 
IN THE COURT OF SH. PARVEEN CHAUHAN, PRESIDING JUDGE, LABOUR COURT-

CUM-INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KANGRA AT DHARAMSHALA (H.P.) 
 
     Reference No.  :  615/2015 
 
     Date of Institution   :  19.12.2015 
 
     Date of Decision  :  18.01.2025 
 
 Shri Sachin Minhas s/o Shri Ram Chand through Shri Sunder Singh Sippy (General 
Secretary All Himachal H.P.P.W.D. & I.P.H. Kamgar Union), r/o House No.100/3, Roda Sector, 
District Bilaspur, H.P.       . . Petitioner.  
   

Versus 
 
 The Chairman-cum-Managing Director, H.P. Ex. Serviceman Corporation Hamirpur, 
District Hamirpur, H.P.      . . Respondent.  
 

Reference under Section 10 (1) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
 
    For the Petitioner  :  Sh. B.S. Verma, Ld. Adv. 
 
    For the Respondent  :  Sh. O.P. Gautam, Ld. Adv.   
 

AWARD 
 
 
 The following reference has been received by this court for adjudication from the 
appropriate Government/Deputy Labour Commissioner : 
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  “Whether demand of Shri Sachin Minhas s/o Shri Ram Chand through Shri Sunder Singh 
Sippy (General Secretary All Himachal H.P.P.W.D. & I.P.H. Kamgar Union), r/o House No.100/3, 
Roda Sector, District Bilaspur, H.P. regarding regularization of his daily wages services w.e.f. 01-
04-2011 (as alleged by workman) as per Government policy to be fulfilled by the Chairman-cum-
Managing Director, H.P. Ex-serviceman Corporation Hamirpur, District Hamirpur, H.P., is legal 
and justified? If yes, to what relief, service benefits above workman is entitled to from the above 
employer?” 
 
 2. The brief facts as stated in the claim petition are that the petitioner was appointed as 
daily wage clerk by the respondent on 10.1.2004 and thereafter he continuously worked with the 
respondent. It is submitted that the petitioner presented an application for regularization of his 
services on 1.4.2014 regarding which no action was taken by respondent. The petitioner has 
claimed to regularize his service in accordance with notification dated 1.4.2011 passed by the 
Government of H.P. 
 
 3. In reply the respondent has raised preliminary objections qua maintainability, absence 
of privity of contract and mis-joinder and non-joinder of necessary parties. It is asserted that 
petitioner was never engaged as daily wage worker or in any capacity with the respondent though 
he has worked with H.P. Ex-Serviceman Truck Operator’s Welfare Working Committee Barmana, 
District Bilaspur. Respondent denied that petitioner was ever an employee of the respondent on 
daily wage and no joining letter had ever been  given to petitioner by the respondent. In the light of 
these averments it is prayed that the petition be dismissed.  
 
 4. In rejoinder the preliminary objections were  denied and facts stated in the petition 
have been reasserted and reaffirmed. 
   
 5. On the basis of the pleadings of the parties, the following issues were framed for 
adjudication and determination:— 
 
  1. Whether the demand of the petitioner for his regularization from the respondent 

w.e.f. 01-04-2011 is/was proper and justified as alleged (issue re-framed in 
accordance with the reference received by this Court) . .  OPP. 

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

entitled to?     . . OPP. 
 
  3. Whether the claim petition is not maintainable in the present form?  . . OPR. 
 
  4. Whether the petition is bad on account of non-joinder and mis-joinder of 

necessary parties as alleged?   . . OPR. 
 
 
   Relief   
  
 6.  The petitioner in order to prove his case examined himself by way of affidavit  Ext. 
PW1/A. He also produced on record copy of letter dated 1.4.2014 Ext. PW1/B, copy of notification 
dated 8.7.2013 Ext. PW1/C and copy of judgment dated 19.4.1994 Ext. PW1/D. He reiterated the 
facts stated in the petition by way of affidavit. PW2 Shri Vishal Patial, Junior Assistant of H.P. Ex-
serviceman Corporation Hamirpur has produced on record copy of letter dated 20.2.2004 Ext. P-1, 
payment vouchers Ext. P-2, P-3 to P-8. PW3 Shri Kamal Kumar, Junior Assistant of H.P. Ex-
serviceman Corporation Camp Office at Barmana has produced on record copy of office order 
dated 16.9.2010 Ext. P-9 and copy of muster rolls Ext.P-10.  
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    7. Respondent has examined Shri Mahesh Kumar Sharma, Manager/Assistant Controller 
(F&A), H.P. Ex-serviceman Corporation, Camp Office Barmana, District Bilaspur by way of 
affidavit Ext.RW1/A. He reiterated the facts stated in the reply.   
 
 8. I have heard the learned Counsel for both the parties at  length and records perused.  
 
 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 :  Decided accordingly 
 
  Issue No.3 :  No 
 
  Issue No.4 :  No 
 

  Relief   :  Claim petition is partly allowed per operative portion of the 
Award. 

 
REASONS FOR FINDINGS 

 
Issue No. 1 
 
 10. The petitioner Sachin Minhas has deposed on oath that he was engaged on the post of 
Clerk by H.P. Ex-serviceman Corporation Hamirpur on 10.1.2004 and has worked with the 
respondent continuously since then. He has represented to regularize his service vide application 
dated 1.4.2014 which was not acted upon by the respondent in accordance with notification dated 
1.4.2011 issued by State Government of H.P. He has prayed his service be regularized by the 
respondent.  
 
 11.  In cross-examination he admitted that no appointment letter has been issued to him by 
Ex-Serviceman Corporation and also states that he had worked under H.P. Ex-serviceman Truck 
Operators Welfare Working Committee Barmana, District Bilaspur. He however emphasized that 
the said committee is under the respondent corporation.  He admits that he had not produced any 
document to this effect. He however denied that he was not kept on work by respondent 
corporation. He feigned ignorance to the effect that as to who had been paying salary to him. 
  
 12. RW1 Shri Mahesh Kumar Sharma, has denied that petitioner was ever engaged as a 
daily wager worker by the respondent. However he states that the petitioner was being paid fixed 
remuneration from diesel head account. He denied employer employee relationship between the 
petitioner and respondent and also denied privity of contract between them. He asserts that 
petitioner is employee of H.P. Ex-serviceman Truck Operation Welfare Working Committee. 
  
 13. The petitioner had laid claim against respondent corporation and hence initial onus to 
establish the employer employee relationship was squarely on the petitioner. Ext. PW1/B is the 
application presented by petitioner to the respondent for regularization of his services and Ext. 
PW/C is criteria/notification for regularization of employee issued by State Government of H.P. 
PW2 Shri Vishal Patial is the Junior Assistant from H.P. Ex-serviceman Corporation who has 
produced the copy of letter Ext. P1 which is regarding revision of salary of employee of the 
corporation posted at diesel pump approval thereof. The petitioner is mentioned as one of the 
employee and the letter is issued under seal of Chairma-cum-Managing Director, Ex-serviceman 
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Corporation Hamirpur. Payment vouchers Ext. P-2, Ext. P-3, Ext. P-4, Ext. P-5, Ext. P-6, Ext. P-7 
and Ext. P-8 are also pertaining to H.P. Ex-serviceman Corporation. These vouchers are regarding 
the payment of employees on the roll of diesel pump by the H.P. Ex-serviceman Corporation 
Hamirpur. PW3 Shri Kamal Kumar, Junior Assistant, H.P. Ex-serviceman Corporation Camp 
Office Barmana has proved the office order Ext. P-9 regarding interchange of duties issued by 
Manager, H.P. Ex-serviceman Corporation Camp Office Barmana, District Bilaspur. Ext. P-10 is 
the copy of muster roll of the petitioner for the month of May 2004 which also shows that the 
petitioner was an employee of respondent corporation.  
 
 14. RW1 Shri Mahesh Kumar Sharma has admitted in his cross-examination that Ext. PX 
has been issued by their corporation  under RTI. This document consists of name of employees at 
diesel pump of H.P. Ex. Serviceman Corporation Hamirpur. With regard to the continuous service 
of the petitioner he has very clearly admitted that petitioner is working as a clerk from April, 2004 
to March, 2013. Ext. PX dated 17.12.2019 regarding the year and month of service of employees of 
respondent also shows that the petitioner had worked continuously with the respondent corporation 
from April, 2004  till March, 2013 and completed 9 years of continuous service. The mandays chart 
in addition to admission made by RW1 Shri Mahesh Kumar Sharma also proved that petitioner had 
completed 240 days of work in each calendar year of his services without any break till March, 
2013. Though RW1 Shri Mahesh Kumar Sharma asserts that the petitioner has been employed by 
Welfare Working Committee but he is unable to said the date of such employment. His contention 
that welfare working committee comes under the control of truck union is also not supported by 
any oral as well as documentary evidence. On the other hand all the documents produced on record 
pertaining to the employment of petitioner are issued by respondent corporation which shows that 
right from April, 2004 till March, 2013 petitioner had worked under the control and supervision of 
the respondent and was being paid wages by the respondent. Thus the petitioner has completed 
criteria of continuous service vide notification Ext. PW1/C issued by government of H.P. Thus the 
claim of the petitioner put forward in the reference has been duly proved from the oral as well as 
documentary evidence led before this court. The demand of petitioner for his regularization w.e.f. 
1.4.2011 is hence proper and justified. Issue no.1 is decided in the favour of the petitioner. 
  
 
Issue No. 2 
 
 
 15. It has been proved from the overwhelming evidence that petitioner has completed his 
service as daily wage with the respondent from April, 2004 till March, 2013 and has met with 
criteria laid down vide notification Ext. PW1/C. There is nothing on record produced by the 
respondent to show that they do not fall within the criteria fixed for regularization vide the above 
mentioned notification. In these circumstances the claim of the petitioner deserves to be allowed 
and petitioner is held entitled for regularization of his daily wage service from 1.4.2011 with all 
consequential benefits. Hence this issue is decided accordingly.  
 
 
Issues No. 3 and 4 
 
 
 16. The onus of proving these issues was on the respondent. The maintainability of claim 
petition was primarily challenged on the ground that petitioner was not an employee of the 
respondent. Fact to the contrary have proved from oral and documentary evidence as well as 
admission made by respondent witness. Thus the present petition is maintainable and the same is 
not bad on account of non-joinder and mis-joiner of necessary parties. Hence these issues are 
decided in the favour of the petitioner. 
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 Relief 
 
 17. In view of my discussion on the issues no. 1 to 4 above, the claim of the petitioner 
deserves to be allowed and petitioner is held entitled for regularization of his daily wage service 
from 1.4.2011 with all consequential benefits. Parties are left to bear their costs. 
 
 18.  The reference is answered in aforesaid terms. A copy of this Award be sent to the 
appropriate Government for publication in the official gazette. File after due completion be 
consigned to the Record Room. 
 
 Announced in the open Court today, this 18th  day of January, 2025. 
  

     Sd/- 
 (PARVEEN CHAUHAN),     

Presiding Judge, 
Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal,     

Kangra at Dharamshala, H.P. 
 

_____________ 
 
 
IN THE COURT OF SH. PARVEEN CHAUHAN, PRESIDING JUDGE, LABOUR COURT-

CUM-INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KANGRA AT DHARAMSHALA (H.P.) 
 
     Reference No.  :  554/2015 
 
     Date of Institution   :  04.12.2015 
 
     Date of Decision  :  18.01.2025 
 
 Shri Prakash Chand s/o Shri Krishnu Ram, through Sunder Singh Sippy (A/R), r/o House 
No.100/3, Roda Sector, District Bilaspur, H.P.  . . Petitioner.  
 

Versus 
 
 The Chairman-cum-Managing Director, H.P. Ex. Serviceman Corporation Hamirpur, 
District Hamirpur, H.P.      . . Respondent.  
 

Reference under Section 10 (1) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
 
    For the Petitioner  :  Sh. B.S. Verma, Ld. Adv. 
 
    For the Respondent  :  Sh. O.P. Gautam, Ld. Adv.   
 

AWARD 
 
 The following reference has been received by this court for adjudication from the 
appropriate Government/Deputy Labour Commissioner:  
 
 “Whether demand of Shri Prakash Chand s/o Shri Krishnu Ram through Shri Sunder Singh 

Sippy (A/R), r/o House No.100/3, Roda Sector, District Bilaspur, H.P. regarding 
regularization of his daily wages services w.e.f. 01-01-2009 (as alleged by workman) as per 
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Government policy to be fulfilled by the Chairman-cum-Managing Director, H.P. Ex-
serviceman Corporation Hamirpur, District Hamirpur, H.P., is legal and justified? If yes, to 
what relief, service benefits above workman is entitled to from the above employer?” 

 
 2.  The brief facts as stated in the claim petition are that the petitioner was appointed as 
daily wage helper by the respondent on 7.10.2002 and thereafter he continuously worked with the 
respondent. It is submitted that the petitioner presented an application for regularization of his 
services on 22.3.2014 regarding which no action was taken by respondent. The petitioner has 
claimed to regularize his service in accordance with notification dated 1.1.2009 passed by the 
Government of H.P. 
 
 3. In reply the respondent has raised preliminary objections qua maintainability, absence 
of privity of contract and mis-joinder and non-joinder of necessary parties. It is asserted that 
petitioner was never engaged as daily wage worker or in any capacity with the respondent though 
he has worked with H.P. Ex-Serviceman Truck Operator’s Welfare Working Committee Barmana, 
District Bilaspur. Respondent denied that petitioner was ever an employee of the respondent on 
daily wage and no joining letter had ever been  given to petitioner by the respondent. In the light of 
these averments it is prayed that the petition be dismissed. 
  
 4. In rejoinder the preliminary objections were  denied and facts stated in the petition 
have been reasserted and reaffirmed.  
  
 5. On the basis of the pleadings of the parties, the following issues were framed for 
adjudication and determination:— 
 
  1. Whether the demand of the petitioner for his regularization from the respondent 

w.e.f. 01-01-2009 is/was proper and justified as alleged (issue re-framed in 
accordance with the reference received by this Court)  . . OPP. 

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

entitled to?     . .  OPP. 
 
  3. Whether the claim petition is not maintainable in the present form?  . . OPR. 
 
  4. Whether the petition is bad on account of non-joinder and mis-joinder of 

necessary parties as alleged?   . . OPR. 
 
   Relief   
  
 6. The petitioner in order to prove his case examined himself by way of affidavit  Ext. 
PW1/A along-with copy of letter dated 22.3.2014 Ext. PW1/B. He reiterated the facts stated in the 
petition by way of affidavit. PW2 Shri Vishal Patial, Junior Assistant of H.P. Ex-serviceman 
Corporation Hamirpur has produced on record copy of letter dated 20.2.2004 Ext. P-1, payment 
vouchers Ext. P-2, P-3 to P-8. PW3 Shri Kamal Kumar, Junior Assistant of H.P. Ex-serviceman 
Corporation Camp Office at Barmana has produced on record copy of office order dated 20.9.2010 
Ext. P-9 and copy of muster rolls Ext.P-10.  
    
 7. Respondent has examined Shri Mahesh Kumar Sharma, Manager/Assistant Controller 
(F&A), HP Ex-serviceman Corporation, Camp Office Barmana, District Bilaspur by way of 
affidavit Ext.RW1/A. He reiterated the facts stated in the reply. 
   
 8. I have heard the learned Counsel for both the parties at  length and records perused.  
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 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 :  Decided accordingly 
 
  Issue No. 3 :  No 
 
  Issue No. 4 :  No 
 
  Relief   :  Claim petition is partly allowed per operative portion of the 

Award. 
 

REASONS FOR FINDINGS 
Issue No.1 
 
 10. The petitioner Prakash Chand has deposed on oath that he was engaged on the post of 
helper by H.P. Ex-serviceman Corporation Hamirpur on 7.10.2002 and has worked with the 
respondent continuously since then. He has represented to regularize his service vide application 
dated 22.3.2014 which was not acted upon by the respondent in accordance with notification dated 
1.1.2009 issued by State Government of H.P. He has prayed his service be regularized by the 
respondent.  
 
 11. In cross-examination he admitted that no appointment letter has been issued to him by 
Ex-Serviceman Corporation and also states that he had worked under H.P. Ex-serviceman Truck 
Operators Welfare Working Committee Barmana, District Bilaspur. He however emphasized that 
the said committee is under the respondent corporation.  He admits that he had not produced any 
document to this effect. He however denied that he was not kept on work by respondent 
corporation. He feigned ignorance to the effect that as to who had been paying salary to him. 
  
 12. RW1 Shri Mahesh Kumar Sharma, has denied that petitioner was ever engaged as a 
daily wager worker by the respondent. However he states that the petitioner was being paid fixed 
remuneration from diesel head account. He denied employer employee relationship between the 
petitioner and respondent and also denied privity of contract between them. He asserts that 
petitioner is employee of H.P. Ex-serviceman Truck Operation Welfare Working Committee.  
 
 
 13. The petitioner had laid claim against respondent corporation and hence initial onus to 
establish the employer employee relationship was squarely on the petitioner. Ext. PW1/B is the 
application presented by petitioner to the respondent for regularization of his services and Ext. 
PW1/C is criteria/notification for regularization of employee issued by State Government of H.P. 
PW2 Shri Vishal Patial is the Junior Assistant from H.P. Ex-serviceman Corporation who has 
produced the copy of letter Ext. P1 which is regarding revision of salary of employee of the 
corporation posted at diesel pump approval thereof. The petitioner is mentioned as one of the 
employee and the letter is issued under seal of Chairma-cum-Managing Director, Ex-serviceman 
Corporation Hamirpur. Payment vouchers Ext. P-2, Ext. P-3, Ext. P-4, Ext. P-5, Ext. P-6, Ext. P-7 
and Ext. P-8 are also pertaining to H.P. Ex-serviceman Corporation. These vouchers are regarding 
the payment of employees on the roll of diesel pump by the H.P. Ex-serviceman Corporation 
Hamirpur. PW3 Shri Kamal Kumar, Junior Assistant, H.P. Ex-serviceman Corporation Camp 
Office Barmana has proved the office order Ext. P-9 regarding interchange of duties issued by 
Manager, H.P. Ex-serviceman Corporation Camp Office Barmana, District Bilaspur. Ext. P-10 is 
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the copy of muster roll of the petitioner for the month of May, 2004 which also shows that the 
petitioner was an employee of respondent corporation. 
  
 14. RW1 Shri Mahesh Kumar Sharma, has admitted in his cross-examination that Ext. PX 
has been issued by their corporation  under RTI. This document consists of name of employees at 
diesel pump of H.P. Ex-serviceman Corporation Hamirpur. With regard to the continuous service 
of the petitioner he has very clearly admitted that petitioner is working as a helper from October, 
2002 to March, 2013. Ext. PX dated 17.12.2019 regarding the year and month of service of 
employees of respondent also shows that the petitioner had worked continuously with the 
respondent corporation from October, 2002 till March, 2013 and completed 10 years of continuous 
service. The mandays chart in addition to admission made by RW1 Shri Mahesh Kumar Sharma, 
also proved that petitioner had completed 240 days of work in each calendar year of his services 
without any break till March, 2013. Though RW1 Shri Mahesh Kumar Sharma asserts that the 
petitioner has been employed by Welfare Working Committee but he is unable to state the date of 
such employment. His contention that Welfare Working Committee comes under the control of 
truck union is also not supported by any oral as well as documentary evidence. On the other hand 
all the documents produced on record pertaining to the employment of petitioner are issued by 
respondent corporation which shows that right from October, 2002 till March, 2013 petitioner had 
worked under the control and supervision of the respondent and was being paid wages by the 
respondent. Thus the petitioner has completed criteria of continuous service vide notification Ext. 
PW1/C issued by government of H.P. Thus the claim of the petitioner put forward in the reference 
has been duly proved from the oral as well as documentary evidence led before this court. The 
demand of petitioner for his regularization w.e.f. 1.1.2009 is hence proper and justified. Issue no.1 
is decided in the favour of the petitioner.  
 
Issue No. 2 
 
 15. It has been proved from the overwhelming evidence that petitioner has completed his 
service as daily wage with the respondent from October, 2002 till March, 2013 and has met with 
criteria laid down vide notification Ext. PW1/C. There is nothing on record produced by the 
respondent to show that they do not fall within the criteria fixed for regularization vide the above 
mentioned notification. In these circumstances the claim of the petitioner deserves to be allowed 
and petitioner is held entitled for regularization of his daily wage service from 1.1.2009 with all 
consequential benefits. Hence this issue is decided accordingly.  
 
 
Issues No. 3 and 4 
 
 
 16. The onus of proving these issues was on the respondent. The maintainability of claim 
petition was primarily challenged on the ground that petitioner was not an employee of the 
respondent. Fact to the contrary have proved from oral and documentary evidence as well as 
admission made by respondent witness. Thus the present petition is maintainable and the same is 
not bad on account of non-joinder and mis-joiner of necessary parties. Hence these issues are 
decided in the favour of the petitioner.  
 
 
Relief 
 
 17. In view of my discussion on the issues no. 1 to 4 above, the claim of the petitioner 
deserves to be allowed and petitioner is held entitled for regularization of his daily wage service 
from 1.1.2009 with all consequential benefits. Parties are left to bear their costs. 
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 18.  The reference is answered in aforesaid terms. A copy of this Award be sent to the 
appropriate Government for publication in the official gazette. File after due completion be 
consigned to the Record Room. 
 
 Announced in the open Court today, this 18th  day of January, 2025.  
 

     Sd/- 
 (PARVEEN CHAUHAN),     

Presiding Judge, 
Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal,     

Kangra at Dharamshala, H.P. 
 

_____________ 
 
 
IN THE COURT OF SH. PARVEEN CHAUHAN, PRESIDING JUDGE, LABOUR COURT-

CUM-INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KANGRA AT DHARAMSHALA (H.P.) 
 
     Reference No.  : 75/2018 
 
     Date of Institution   : 23.07.2018 
 
     Date of Decision  : 20.01.2025 
 
 Shri Ranjeet Singh s/o Shri Amar Nath, r/o Village Kotlu, P.O. Jukhala, Tehsil Sadar, 
District Bilaspur, H.P.       . . Petitioner.  
 

Versus 
 
 1. Shri Durga Singh Thakur, Secretary, Kohinoor Sarv Hitkari Parivahan Sabha Samiti, 
V.P.O. Rani Kotla, Tehsil Sadar, District Mandi, H.P. 
 
 2. The Kohinoor Sarv Hitkari Parivahan Sabha Samiti, VPO Rani Kotla, Tehsil Sadar, 
District Bilaspur, H.P. (through its President)  . . Respondents.  

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

 
    For the Petitioner          :  Sh. Virender Guleria, Ld. Adv. 
 
    For the Respondent(s)  :  Sh. Abhishek Lakhanpal, Ld. Adv.   
 

AWARD 
 
 The following reference has been received by this court for adjudication from the 
appropriate Government/Deputy Labour Commissioner : 

  
 “Whether termination of the services of Shri Ranjeet Singh s/o Shri Amar Nath, r/o Village 

Kotlu, P.O. Jukhala, Tehsil Sadar, District Bilaspur, H.P. during March, 2017 by Shri Durga 
Singh Thakur, Secretary, Kohinoor Sarv Hitkari Parivahan Sabha Samiti, V.P.O. Rani 
Kotla, Tehsil Sadar, District Mandi, H.P., without complying with the provisions of the 
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Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, is legal and justified? If not, what amount of back wages, 
seniority, past service benefits and compensation the above worker is entitled to from the 
above employer/management?” 

 
 2.  The brief facts as mentioned in amended claim petition are that applicant/petitioner was 
engaged as helper by the respondents in January, 2013 and thereafter he worked continuously upto 
3.10.2013. It is alleged that the respondents illegally terminated the services of the 
applicant/petitioner on 3.10.2013. Applicant approached the Labour-cum-Conciliation Officer 
Bilaspur and the matter was compromised before Conciliation Officer due to which the applicant 
was re-engaged on 10 March, 2014. It is further alleged that applicant was thereafter illegally 
terminated from his service by the respondent in March, 2017. The respondents have approached 
the Hon’ble High Court challenging the order of conciliation proceedings vide CWP No.3564/2015 
which was decided on 7.4.2017 and thereafter the matter was referred to the Industrial Tribunal. 
According to petitioner he was engaged as helper by the respondent and his services were illegally 
retrenched in March, 2017 without compliance of the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 and Rules made in this behalf. Applicant worked upto the satisfaction of his superiors and 
continued to work. He did not leave his work but his services were interrupted on account of 
lockdown or cessation of work without any fault on his part. The period of interrupted service is 
also liable to be calculated and counted towards the period of continuous service of the petitioner. 
The termination was carried out through the verbal order dated March, 2017 without following the 
procedure under law. It is further alleged that the workers junior to the petitioner were also allowed 
to continue the work thus respondent violated the mandatory provisions of ‘last come first go’ as 
many junior persons were retained by respondents. The petitioner alleged that his services were 
terminated without following the procedure of law and by way of victimization. It is also submitted 
that petitioner was getting salary of Rs.6,000/- per month which was likely to be enhanced in 
future. The wages w.e.f. March 2013 to 3.10.2013 and 3.10.2013 to March, 2017 were not paid to 
the applicant by the respondent and during this period he made request to ARO Society with regard 
to his wages vide letter No.1675 dated 25.1.2015 whereby the respondents were ordered to make 
payment to the applicant. Similarly the petitioner was not paid from March, 2013 to 3.10.2013 and 
after re-engagement from 10.3.2014 to March, 2017. In the light of these allegations petitioner has 
prayed that oral order of termination of petitioner in March, 2017 may be set aside and respondent 
be directed to re-engage the services of the petitioner with back wages and all other consequential 
benefits.   
 
 3. Separate reply has been filed on behalf of respondents no.1 and 2 the respondents 
raised preliminary objections qua maintainability, suppression of material facts, cause of action, 
petition being bad for mis-joinder and non-joinder of necessary parties and lack of jurisdiction.  On 
merit, it is asserted that the petitioner had concealed material facts from this court as he was never 
engaged by respondents as alleged in the petition. The respondent society for the purpose of 
generating  revenue is totally dependent upon gate pass out of the freight of the truck which carried 
cement and clinker from cement factory Bagga to its destination. The dispute arose amongst the co-
operative societies relating to allocation of transportation work which eventually reached the 
Hon’ble High Court. The Hon’ble High Court directed the Divisional Commissioner Mandi to 
convene a meeting of the representatives of society on 1.7.2010 wherein it was decided that 
transportation work for time being would be carried out through Bilaspur District Co-operative 
Federation. Consequently the work of society came to be shifted and allocated to the federation. 
The petitioner raised a false demand before Labour Inspector-cum-Conciliation Officer Bilaspur 
though he was never employed by the respondent society. It is further alleged that conciliation 
officer without any authority of law during course of conciliation proceedings directed the 
petitioner to re-engage the petitioner which order was assailed before the Hon’ble High Court. The 
Hon’ble High Court had held that conciliation officer was not vested with judicial quashi judicial 
powers. Vide order dated dated 10.3.2014 conciliation officer ordered re-engagement of petitioner 
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were held not withstanding tests of judicial scrutiny and was accordingly set aside. Respondents 
denied that the services of petitioner were engaged in March, 2017 and according to them he was 
never engaged by the respondents at any point of time. All the other allegations made in the claim 
petition are denied in parawise and it is prayed that the claim of the petitioner deserves to be 
dismissed.  
 
 4. Separate rejoinders to the reply filed on behalf of respondents the preliminary 
objections were denied and facts stated in the petition have been reasserted and reaffirmed. 
  
 5. On the basis of the pleadings of the parties, the following issues were framed for 
adjudication and determination:— 
 
  1. Whether the termination of the services of the petitioner by the respondent during 

March, 2017 is/was illegal and unjustified, as alleged?  . . OPP. 
 
  2. If issue no.1 is  proved in affirmative to what service benefits the petitioner is 

entitled to?     . .  OPP. 
 
  3. Whether the claim petition is not maintainable, as alleged? . .  OPR. 
 
  4. Whether the petitioner has no cause of action to file the present case, as alleged? 
          . . OPR. 
 
  5. Whether the petitioner has not approached this Court with clean hands, as 

alleged?       . . OPR. 
 
  6. Whether the petition is bad for non-joinder and mis-joinder of parties, as alleged? 
          . . OPR. 
 
  7. Whether this Court has no jurisdiction to try the present case, as alleged? OPR 
 
   Relief  
  
 6. The petitioner in order to prove his case examined himself by way of affidavit  Ext. 
PW1/A  and he also produced on record copies of letters Ext.PW1/B and Ext. PW1/C.  
 
 7. Respondent has examined Shri Durga Singh Thakur, Secretary Kohinoor Sarv Hitkari 
Parivahan Sabha Samiti by way of affidavit Ext.RW1/A. He reiterated the facts stated in the reply. 
Ext. DA is the order passed by Hon’ble High Court which has also been produced on record by the 
respondent.  
 
 8. I have heard the learned Counsel for both the partiesat  length and records perused.  
 
 9. For the reasons to be recorded hereinafter while discussing the issues for 
determination, my findings thereon are as under: 
 
 
  Issue No.1 :  No 
 
  Issue No. 2 : No 
 
  Issue No. 3 :  Yes 
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  Issue No. 4 :  Yes 
 
  Issue No. 5 :  Yes 
 
  Issue No. 6 :  unpressed 
 
  Issue No. 7 :  unpressed 
 
  Relief.   :  Claim petition is dismissed per operative portion of the Award. 
 

REASONS FOR FINDINGS 
Issue No.1 
 
 10. The petitioner Ranjeet Singh has stated in his affidavit that he was engaged as helper 
by the respondents in January, 2013 and thereafter he continuously worked upto 3.10.2013. After 
3.10.2013 his services were orally terminated and he approached the Labour-cum-Conciliation 
Officer Bilaspur. During conciliation proceedings the matter was compromised and as a result of 
which he was re-engaged on 10.3.2014. He has further stated that his services were illegally 
terminated in March, 2017. Letter Ext. PW1/B has been produced which shows that on 24.2.2013 
payment has been made to workers by the respondents which included Ranjeet Singh (petitioner), 
Dinesh Kumar, Gopal Verma and Suresh Kumar. The order of Hon’ble High Court Ext. DA which 
clearly shows that the proceedings conducted before Labour-cum-Conciliation Officer at the behest 
of the petitioner and the order passed by Labour-cum-Conciliation Officer directing re-engagement 
of petitioner was held to be beyond jurisdiction of Labour-cum-Conciliation Officer and was 
accordingly set aside. The letter Ext. PW1/C shows that pursuant to the order of Labour-cum-
Conciliation Officer the services of the petitioner were re-engaged by the respondents. The 
documents which have been produced on record show that the disengagement of petitioner was 
allegedly carried out in the year 2013 which was challenged before the Labour-cum-Conciliation 
Officer and order of Labour-cum-Conciliation Officer had been set aside by Hon’ble High Court. 
 
 11. Petitioner has however submitted that he was re-engaged and thereafter terminated in 
March, 2017. The present reference is based on demand notice whereby the petitioner had 
challenged his oral termination in the year March, 2017. Respondents on the other hand denied 
that petitioner was engaged by them at any point of time and they have also alleged that the 
applicant/petitioner is making false and fictitious claim of his re-engagement. In view of the clear 
denial by the respondents regarding employer employee relationship between the petitioner and the 
respondents in the year 2017 the onus was on the petitioner to prove by oral as well as 
documentary evidence that he was working continuously with the respondents for the year prior to 
March, 2017. In order to prove the employer and employee relationship the petitioner could have 
produced or asked the respondent financial record pertaining the employment of the petitioner and 
another documentary evidence relating to the control and employment of the petitioner during 
period the period of his work. It is settled legal principle that the burden of proof for establishing 
the employer and employee relationship is on the party seeking such relationship. (Kanchanjunga 
Building Employees Union vs Kanchanjunga Flat Owners Society Anr. 2024 Livelaw(Delhi) 543 
WP (Civil) 6193/2008 decided on 28.3.2014. 
 
 12. Contrary to the above the petitioner has only made oral statement in this regard. 
Petitioner has not produced on record any payment by way of wages being made to him in the year 
2017 or 12 months preceding March, 2017. He has also not produced any record with regard to his 
continuous employment for 12 months preceding the date of his alleged oral termination. It is 
important to mention here that according to petitioner he was getting a salary of Rs. 6,000/- per 
month the wages for the period from March, 2013 to 10.3.2013 were not paid and w.e.f. 10.3.2014 
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to March, 2017 were also not paid by the respondents. According to petitioner during this period he 
made request to (ARO Society) for his wages and ARO vide letter No.1675 dated 25.1.2015 had 
ordered the respondent to make the payment to the petitioner the record of above mentioned letter 
has however not been produced by the petitioner in this case. Thus there is no oral as well as 
documentary evidence to show that petitioner was continuously worked with the respondent for 12 
months prior to March, 2017 or completed 240 days of mandatory period of service in order to fall 
within the ambit of Section 25-F of the Industrial Disputes Act. 
  
 13. The petitioner has alleged that after his termination persons junior to him continued to 
work with the respondents and many new persons were also appointed by respondents has retained 
juniors in violation of the principle of ‘last come first go’. In order to prove these allegations no 
evidence has been produced in the court. The petitioner has produced on record the documents 
which show that he had received payment of work done by him on 24.2.2013 and that he was re-
engaged by the order of Labour-cum-Conciliation Officer. However there is no evidence to prove 
that prior to March, 2017 he had continuously worked with the respondents for a period of 240 days 
in a 12 calendar months. The above evidence was essential for granting relief under the Industrial 
Disputes Act. Accordingly issue no.1 is decided in the favour of the respondents.  
  
Issue No. 2 
 
 14. It has been proved on the evidence on record that the petitioner had not worked 
continuously for a period of 12 months with the respondent prior to the date of alleged termination 
by the respondent. The petitioner has not fulfilled the criteria under Section 25-B so as to unable to 
him to get relief under Section 25-F of the Industrial Disputes Act.  The petitioner has also not able 
to produce any evidence to show that any persons junior to him were retained in service by the 
respondent. In these circumstances the petitioner is not entitled for relief as prayed for in the 
reference and the claim petition. 
 
Issues No. 3, 4 and 5 
 
 15. The onus of proving these issues was on the respondent. The record shows that 
petitioner was initially employed in the year 2013 whereby his services were terminated and order 
of termination was challenged before the Labour-cum-Conciliation Officer. The Hon’ble High has 
set aside the order of Labour-cum-Conciliation Officer on the basis of jurisdiction. Thereafter the 
present reference has been received regarding the termination of the petitioner in the year 2017. 
The alleged illegal termination of the petitioner in the year 2017 was required to be proved by 
leading evidence however petitioner has failed to establish his entitlement under Section 25-F of 
the Industrial Disputes Act hence petitioner is not entitled any relief. These issues are decided in 
the favour of the respondent.  
 
Issue No. 6 
 
 16. On the basis of evidence led before this court. There does not appear to necessary and 
proper party to the present petition hence petition is not bad for non-joinder and mis-joinder of 
necessary party. Hence this issue is decided in the favour of the petitioner.  
 
Issue No. 7 
 
 17. The matter referred before the appropriate Government was regarding the illegal 
termination of the petitioner hence this court has jurisdiction to decide the reference in this regard 
under the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act.  Hence issue no.7 is accordingly decided in the 
favour of the petitioner. 



 

 

2679jkti=] fgekpy izns'k] 13 twu] 2025@23 T;s"B] 1947         
 Relief 
 
 18. In view of my findings on the issues no. 1 to 5 above the claim petition filed on behalf 
of the petitioner is not maintainable and is accordingly dismissed. Parties are left to bear their costs. 
 
 19.  The reference is answered in aforesaid terms. A copy of this Award be sent to the 
appropriate Government for publication in the official gazette. File after due completion be 
consigned to the Record Room. 
 
 Announced in the open Court today, this 20th day of January, 2025. 
 

     Sd/- 
 (PARVEEN CHAUHAN),     

Presiding Judge, 
Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal,     

Kangra at Dharamshala, H.P. 
 

_____________ 
 
 
IN THE COURT OF SH. PARVEEN CHAUHAN, PRESIDING JUDGE, LABOUR COURT-

CUM-INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KANGRA AT DHARAMSHALA (H.P.) 
 
     Reference No.  :  76/2018 
 
     Date of Institution   :  23.07.2018 
 
     Date of Decision  :  20.01.2025 
 
 Shri Gopal Verma s/o Shri Prem Lal, r/o Village Gori, P.O. Rani Kotla, Tehsil Sadar, 
District Bilaspur, H.P.       . . Petitioner.  
 

Versus 
 
 1. Shri Durga Singh Thakur, Secretary, Kohinoor Sarv Hitkari Parivahan Sabha Samiti, 
V.P.O. Rani Kotla, Tehsil Sadar, District Mandi, H.P. 
 
 2. The Kohinoor Sarv Hitkari Parivahan Sabha Samiti, VPO Rani Kotla, Tehsil Sadar, 
District Bilaspur, H.P. (through its President)  . . Respondents.  

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

 
    For the Petitioner          :  Sh. Virender Guleria, Ld. Adv. 
 
    For the Respondent(s)  :  Sh. Abhishek Lakhanpal, Ld. Adv.   

 
AWARD 

 
 The following reference has been received by this court for adjudication from the 
appropriate Government/Deputy Labour Commissioner.  
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 “Whether termination of the services of Shri Gopal Verma s/o Shri Prem Lal, r/o Village 

Gori, P.O. Rani Kotla, Tehsil Sadar, District Bilaspur, H.P. during March, 2017 by Shri 
Durga Singh Thakur, Secretary, Kohinoor Sarv Hitkari Parivahan Sabha Samiti, V.P.O. 
Rani Kotla, Tehsil Sadar, District Mandi, H.P., without complying with the provisions of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, is legal and justified? If not, what amount of back wages, 
seniority, past service benefits and compensation the above worker is entitled to from the 
above employer/management?” 

 
 2. The brief facts as mentioned in amended claim petition are that applicant/petitioner was 
engaged as demand clerk vide resolution no. 2 by the respondents on 3.6.2010 and thereafter he 
worked continuously upto 3.10.2013. It is alleged that the respondents illegally terminated the 
services of the applicant/petitioner on 3.10.2013. Applicant the Labour-cum-Conciliation Officer 
Bilaspur and the matter was compromised before Conciliation Officer due to which the applicant 
was re-engaged on 10 March, 2014. It is further alleged that applicant was thereafter illegally 
terminated from his service by the respondent in March, 2017. The respondents have approached 
the Hon’ble High Court challenging the order of conciliation proceedings vide CWP                    
No. 3564/2015 which was decided on 7.4.2017 and thereafter the matter was referred to the 
Industrial Tribunal. According to petitioner he was engaged as helper by the respondent and his 
services were illegally retrenched in March, 2017 without compliance of the provisions of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and Rules made in this behalf. Applicant worked upto the satisfaction 
of his superiors and continued to work. He did not leave his work but his services were interrupted 
on account of lockdown or cessation of work without any fault on his part. The period of 
interrupted service is also liable to be calculated and counted towards the period of continuous 
service of the petitioner. The termination was carried out through the verbal order dated March, 
2017 without following the procedure under law. It is further alleged that the workers junior to the 
petitioner were also allowed to continue the work thus respondent violated the mandatory 
provisions of ‘last come first go’ as many junior persons were retained by respondents. The 
petitioner alleged that his services were terminated without following the procedure of law and by 
way of victimization. It is also submitted that petitioner was getting salary of Rs.6,000/- per month 
which was likely to be enhanced in future. The wages w.e.f.  March 2013 to 3.10.2013 and 
10.3.2014 to March, 2017 were not paid to the applicant by the respondent and during this period 
he made request to ARO Society with regard to his wages vide letter No.1675 dated 25.1.2015 
whereby the respondents were ordered to make payment to the applicant. Similarly the petitioner 
was not paid from March, 2013 to 3.10.2013 and after re-engagement from 10.3.2014 to March, 
2017. In the light of these allegations petitioner has prayed oral order of termination of petitioner in 
March, 2017 may be set aside and respondent be directed to re-engage the services of the petitioner 
with back wages and all other consequential benefits.   
 
 3. Separate reply has been filed on behalf of respondents no.1 and 2 the respondents 
raised preliminary objections qua maintainability, suppression of material facts, cause of action, 
petition being bad for mis-joinder and non-joinder of necessary parties and lack of jurisdiction.  On 
merit, it is asserted that the petitioner had concealed material facts from this court as he was never 
engaged by respondents as alleged in the petition. The respondent society for the purpose of 
generating  revenue is totally dependent upon gate pass out of the freight of the truck which carried 
cement and clinker from cement factory Bagga to its destination. The dispute arose amongst the  
co-operative societies relating to allocation of transportation work which eventually reached the 
Hon’ble High Court. The Hon’ble High Court directed the Divisional Commissioner Mandi to 
convene a meeting of the representatives of society on 1.7.2010 wherein it was decided that 
transportation work for time being would be carried out through Bilaspur District Co-operative 
Federation. Consequently the work of society came to be shifted and allocated to the federation. 
The petitioner raised a false demand before Labour Inspector-cum-Conciliation Officer Bilaspur 
though he was never employed by the respondent society. It is further alleged that conciliation 
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officer without any authority of law during course of conciliation proceedings directed the 
petitioner to re-engage the petitioner which order was assailed before the Hon’ble High Court. The 
Hon’ble High Court had held that conciliation officer was not vested with judicial quashi judicial 
powers. Vide order dated 10.3.2014 whereby conciliation officer ordered re-engagement of 
petitioner were held not withstanding tests of judicial scrutiny and was accordingly set aside. 
Respondents denied that the services of petitioner were engaged in March, 2017 and according to 
them he never engaged by the respondents at any point of time. All the other allegations made in 
the claim petition are denied in parawise and it is prayed that the claim of the petitioner deserves to 
be dismissed.  
 
 4. Separate rejoinders to the reply filed on behalf of respondents the preliminary 
objections were denied and facts stated in the petition have been reasserted and reaffirmed.  
 
 5. On the basis of the pleadings of the parties, the following issues were framed for 
adjudication and determination:— 
 
  1. Whether the termination of the services of the petitioner by the respondent during 

March, 2017 is/was illegal and unjustified, as alleged?  . . OPP. 
 
  2. If issue no.1 is  proved in affirmative to what service benefits the petitioner is 

entitled to?     . . OPP. 
 
  3. Whether the claim petition is not maintainable, as alleged? . . OPR. 
 
  4. Whether the petitioner has no cause of action to file the present case, as alleged? 
          . . OPR. 
 
  5. Whether the petitioner has not approached this Court with clean hands, as 

alleged?       . . OPR. 
 
  6. Whether the petition is bad for non-joinder and mis-joinder of parties, as alleged? 
          . . OPR. 
 
  7. Whether this Court has no jurisdiction to try the present case, as alleged?  . . OPR. 
 
   Relief   
  
 6. The petitioner in order to prove his case examined himself by way of affidavit  Ext. 
PW1/A. He also produced on record copy of corrigendum Ext. PW1/B, copy of order dated 
25.7.2015 of Assistant Registrar Ext. PW1/C, order of Co-operative Society Ext.PW1/D, copy of 
letter Mark-A, postal receipt Ext. PW1/E, copy of judgment Ext. PW1/F, copy of letter Ext.PW1/G 
and copy of  re-employment letter Ext. PW1/H. 
    
 7. Respondent has examined Shri Durga Singh Thakur, Secretary Kohinoor Sarv Hitkari 
Parivahan Sabha Samiti by way of affidavit Ext.RW1/A. He reiterated the facts stated in the reply.  
He also produced on record copy of extract of proceedings register of the society Ext.D/A and copy 
of resolution dated 2.9.2012 Ext. DB.  
 
 8. I have heard the learned Counsel for both the parties at  length and records perused.  
 
 9. For the reasons to be recorded hereinafter while discussing the issues for 
determination, my findings thereon are as under: 
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  Issue No. 1 :  No 
 
  Issue No. 2 :  No 
 
  Issue No. 3 :  Yes 
 
  Issue No. 4 :  Yes 
 
  Issue No. 5 :  Yes 
 
  Issue No. 6 :  unpressed 
 
  Issue No. 7 :  unpressed 
 
  Relief   :  Claim petition is dismissed per operative portion of the Award. 
 

REASONS FOR FINDINGS 
Issue No.1 
 
 10. The petitioner Gopal Verma has stated in his affidavit that he was engaged as demand 
clerk by the respondents w.e.f. 3.6.2010 and thereafter he continuously worked upto 3.10.2013. 
After 3.10.2013 his services were orally terminated and he approached the Labour-cum-
Conciliation Officer Bilaspur. During conciliation proceedings the matter was compromised and as 
a result of which he was re-engaged on 10.3.2014. He has further stated that his services were 
illegally terminated in March, 2017. Letter Ext. PW1/G has been produced which shows that on 
24.2.2013 payment has been made to workers by the respondents which included Gopal Verma 
(petitioner), Dinesh Kumar, Ranjeet Singh and Suresh Kumar. The order of Hon’ble High Court 
Ext. PW1/F which clearly shows that the proceedings conducted before Labour-cum-Conciliation 
Officer at the behest of the petitioner and the order passed by Labour-cum-Conciliation Officer 
directing re-engagement of petitioner was held to be beyond jurisdiction of Labour-cum-
Conciliation Officer and was accordingly set aside. The letter Ext. PW1/H shows that pursuant to 
the order of Labour-cum-Conciliation Officer the services of the petitioner were re-engaged by the 
respondents. The documents which have been produced on record show that the disengagement of 
petitioner was allegedly carried out in the year 2013 which was challenged before the Labour-cum-
Conciliation Officer and order of Labour-cum-Conciliation Officer had been set aside by Hon’ble 
High Court. 
 
 11. Petitioner has however submitted that he was re-engaged and thereafter 
terminated in March, 2017. The present reference is based on demand notice whereby the 
petitioner had challenged his oral termination in the year March, 2017. Respondents on 
the other hand denied that petitioner was engaged by them at any point of time and they 
have also alleged that the applicant/petitioner is making false and fictitious claim of his re-
engagement. In view of the clear denial by the respondents regarding employer employee 
relationship between the petitioner and the respondents in the year 2017 the onus was on 
the petitioner to prove by oral as well as documentary evidence that he was working 
continuously with the respondents for the year prior to March, 2017. In order to prove the 
employer and employee relationship the petitioner could have produced or asked the 
respondent financial record pertaining the employment of the petitioner and another 
documentary evidence relating to the control and employment of the petitioner during 
period the period of his work. It is settled legal principle that the burden of proof for 
establishing the employer and employee relationship is on the party seeking such 
relationship. (Kanchanjunga Building Employees Union vs Kanchanjunga Flat 
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Owners Society Anr. 2024 Livelaw(Delhi) 543 WP (Civil) 6193/2008 decided on 
28.3.2014. 
 
 12. Contrary to the above the petitioner has only made oral statement in this regard. 
Petitioner has not produced on record any payment by way of wages being made to him in the year 
2017 or 12 months preceding March, 2017. He has also not produced any record with regard to his 
continuous employment for 12 months preceding the date of his alleged oral termination. It is 
important to mention here that according to petitioner he was getting a salary of Rs. 6,000/- per 
month the wages for the period from March, 2013 to 10.3.2013 were not paid and w.e.f. 10.3.2014 
to March, 2017 were also not paid by the respondents. According to petitioner during this period he 
made request to (ARO Society) for his wages and ARO vide letter No.1675 dated 25.1.2015 had 
ordered the respondent to make the payment to the petitioner. Except this letter Ext. PW2/C which 
does not specify the wage period. Thus there is no oral as well as documentary evidence to show 
that petitioner was continuously working with the respondent for 12 months prior to March, 2017 
or completed 240 days of mandatory period of service in order to fall within the ambit of Section 
25-F of the Industrial Disputes Act.  
 
 13. The petitioner has alleged that after his termination persons junior to him continued to 
work with the respondents and many new persons were also appointed by respondents and that 
respondents have retained juniors in violation of the principle of ‘last come first go’. In order to 
prove these allegations no evidence has been produced in the court. The petitioner has produced on 
record the documents which show that he had received payment of work done by him on 24.2.2013 
and that he was re-engaged by the order of Labour-cum-Conciliation Officer. However there is no 
evidence to prove that prior to March, 2017 he had continuously worked with the respondents for a 
period of 240 days in a 12 calendar months. The above evidence was essential for granting relief 
under the Industrial Disputes Act. Accordingly issue no.1 is decided in the favour of the 
respondents.  
  
 
Issue No. 2 
 
 14. It has been proved on the evidence on record that the petitioner had not worked 
continuously for a period of 12 months with the respondent prior to the date of alleged termination 
by the respondent. The petitioner has not fulfilled the criteria under Section 25-B so as to unable to 
him to get relief under Section 25-F of the Industrial Disputes Act.  The petitioner has also not able 
to produce any evidence to show that any persons junior to him were retained in service by the 
respondent. In these circumstances the petitioner is not entitled for relief as prayed for in the 
reference and the claim petition. 
 
 
Issues No. 3, 4 and 5 
 
 
 15. The onus of proving these issues was on the respondent. The record shows that 
petitioner was initially employed in the year 2013 whereby his services were terminated and order 
of termination was challenged before the Labour-cum-Conciliation Officer. The Hon’ble High has 
set aside the order of Labour-cum-Conciliation Officer on the basis of jurisdiction. Thereafter the 
present reference has been received regarding the termination of the petitioner in the year 2017. 
The alleged illegal termination of the petitioner in the year 2017 was required to be proved by 
leading evidence however petitioner has failed to establish his entitlement under Section 25-F of 
the Industrial Disputes Act hence petitioner is not entitled any relief. These issues are decided in 
the favour of the respondent.  
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Issue No. 6 
 16. On the basis of evidence led before this court. There does not appear to be any other 
necessary and proper party to the present petition hence petition is not bad for non-joinder and mis-
joinder of necessary party. Hence this issue is decided in the favour of the petitioner. 
  
Issue No. 7 
 
 17. The matter referred before the appropriate Government was regarding the illegal 
termination of the petitioner hence this court has jurisdiction to decide the reference in this regard 
under the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act.  Hence issue no.7 is accordingly decided in the 
favour of the petitioner. 
  
Relief 
 
 18. In view of my findings on the issues no. 1 to 5 above the claim petition filed on behalf 
of the petitioner is not maintainable and is accordingly dismissed. Parties are left to bear their costs. 
 
 19.  The reference is answered in aforesaid terms. A copy of this Award be sent to the 
appropriate Government for publication in the official gazette. File after due completion be 
consigned to the Record Room. 
 
 Announced in the open Court today, this 20th day of January, 2025. 
 

     Sd/- 
 (PARVEEN CHAUHAN),     

Presiding Judge, 
Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal,     

Kangra at Dharamshala, H.P. 
 

_____________ 
 
 
IN THE COURT OF SH. PARVEEN CHAUHAN, PRESIDING JUDGE, LABOUR COURT-

CUM-INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KANGRA AT DHARAMSHALA (H.P.) 
 
     Reference No.     :  59/2021 
 
     Date of Institution   :  12.03.2021 
 
     Date of Decision   :  22.01.2025  
 
 Shri Pankaj Kumar s/o Sh. Dharam Singh, r/o. V.P.O. Gharswara, Tehsil Sarkaghat, District 
Mandi, H.P.         . . Petitioner.  

  
Versus 

 
 
 (i) M/s Saraswati Dot Com Private Limited  through its HR, Block No. 24, 3rd Floor, 

STPI Building, SDA Complex, Kasumpti, Shimla-2. 
 
 (ii) The Chief Medical Officer, Mandi, District Mandi, H.P. 
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 (iii) The Director, Health, Safety and Regulation, Shimla,H.P.    
   
 (iv) The Assistant Commissioner, Food Safety, Mandi, H.P.   . . Respondents. 

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

 
    For the Petitioner  :  Sh. Deepak Azad, Ld. Adv. 
 
    For Respondents  :  Sh. Anil Guleria, Ld. A.D.A. 
 

AWARD 
 
 The following reference has been received by this court for adjudication from the 
appropriate Government/Deputy Labour Commissioner: 
  
 “Whether  termination of the services of Shri Pankaj Kumar s/o Shri Dharam Singh, r/o 

V.P.O. Gharswara, Tehsil Sarkaghat, District Mandi, H.P. by (i) M/s Saraswati Dot Com 
Private Limited through its HR, Block No. 24, 3rd Floor, STPI Building, SDA Complex,  
Kasumpti, Shimla-2 (ii) the Chief Medical Officer, Mandi, District Mandi, H.P. (iii) the 
Director, Health, Safety and Regulation, Shimla, H.P. (iv) the Assistant Commissioner, 
Food Safety, Mandi, H.P. w.e.f. 30.09.2019,  without complying with the provisions of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, is legal and justified?  If not, what amount of back wages, 
seniority, past service benefits and compensation the above worker is entitled to from the 
above employers?” 

 
 2. The brief facts  of the claim petition are that the petitioner was engaged as a Data Entry 
Operator vide letter dated 08.06.2013 in the office of respondent No. 2 through respondent No.1.  
He has discharged his duties to the satisfaction of his superiors  with full dedication and completed 
240 days of continuous interrupted service.  It is alleged that on 05.10.2019 his services  were 
terminated by the respondent from the office of respondent No.2 without giving any opportunity of 
being heard and without assigning any reason and  after termination of the petitioner he was 
transferred from the office of  C.M.O. Mandi, to the head office Shimla and directed to report  in 
the head office of the respondent No.1.  It is alleged that this act on the part of respondents was 
wrong and illegal and in violation of the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947.  It is 
further submitted that  the petitioner has received transfer order through letter dated 09.10.2019 
from the Chief Executive  Officer-cum-Director Health Safety and Regulations Shimla, H.P. in 
which the petitioner was shifted from the office of Assistant Commissioner, Food and Safety, 
C.M.O Mandi, H.P. to Drug Inspector C.M.O. Office Mandi in place of one Sh. Lekh Raj and vice 
versa which is also violation of the rules and regulations of the I.D. Act, 1947.  It is alleged that the 
respondent has opted the policy of  pick and choose to harass the petitioner.  It is further alleged 
that the petitioner has again received a letter dated 10.10.2019 from the office of the respondent 
No.1 in which his previous transfer order  dated 09.10.2019 was cancelled  and he was transferred 
to the office of Clinical Establishment office of C.M.O. Mandi in place of one Smt. Ganga Devi 
wherein she was ordered to join in the office of respondent No.3.  It is illegal and against the CCS 
Rules.  On 13.11.2019 the petitioner received a letter regarding termination of service which was  
wrong and illegal and on the false and baseless allegation.  The respondent has neither initiated any 
inquiry against the petitioner nor any opportunity of being heard is given to the petitioner.  Thus his 
termination was illegal and against the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. It is asserted 
that the petitioner has always been obedient hardworking  employee.  The respondent not only 
illegally terminated the services of the petitioner but also junior  person to the petitioner namely Sh. 
Yateshwar  was retained.  Thus respondent  has violated  the principle of ‘First Come Last Go’.  It 
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is also alleged that despite several requests of the petitioner to re-engage his services the 
respondents did not consider  his request. Hence the petitioner has prayed  that the respondents be 
directed  to re-engage   his service with grant of  back wages  and all other consequential benefits.    
 
 3. In reply on behalf of the respondent No.1 it is submitted that  the petitioner was 
engaged as Data Entry Operator in the office of respondent No. 2 who is client of the respondent 
No.1 by virtue of contract signed  with  the respondent No. 4.  Certain complaints were received  
from respondent No.4 with regard  to unsatisfactory services and indisciplinary behaviour of the 
petitioner.  The petitioner was telephonically advised to improve his work and conduct. Respondent 
No.1 did not find service and conduct of the petitioner satisfactory.  Written complaint dated       
23-08-2019 was also received against the petitioner from the office of respondent No.3 and was 
brought in the knowledge of petitioner.  Another letter dated 12-09-2019 was received from the 
office of respondent No.4 by the respondent No.1 directing the respondent No.1 to replace the 
petitioner at the earliest as his work was found unsatisfactory. No similar post was available in 
District Mandi, hence the petitioner was transferred  from the office of respondent No. 3 to 
Corporate office of respondent No.1 at Shimla.  In reply of respondent No.1  a letter dated 
05.10.2019  an email was received from the petitioner on 07.10.2019 stating his explanation and on 
09.10.2019 the petitioner  has submitted written request letter to retain him in the office of C.M.O. 
Mandi.  He assured that in future he will not give any chance  to hear any  complaints and if any 
complaint would be received  the employer is free to terminate his services.  On 09.10.2019 
directions were received from the office of respondent No.1 to revoke his transfer and swap him 
with Data Entry Operator deployed in the office of Drug Inspector, Mandi.  The orders of 
respondent No. 4 were complied  by the respondent No.1 vide transfer order  dated 09.10.2019.  
Since it was plea of the petitioner to give him an opportunity to continue his job in other section of 
the Health Department at Mandi, consequently the petitioner was transferred to different  section  
of the office of respondent No. 2.  Transfer and posting orders were issued on the administrative 
ground  and not with the view to harass the petitioner.  There was no violation of CCS (CCA) rules 
as services of the petitioner were casual in nature.  On 08.11.2019 a letter was received from the 
office of respondent No.4 by respondent No.1 regarding  the repetition of problematic activities by 
the petitioner as well as persuasion  of respondent No.2 to shift the petitioner to  Food & Safety 
Section again citing  to dubious behaviour and ulterior motives.  Respondent No.1 has complied 
with the request vide order dated 13.11.2019.  It is asserted that  the petitioner was not on a direct 
government  contract. He was engaged  through outsource agency i.e. respondent No.1 for 
performing the assigned tasks efficiently and maintain proper discipline and conduct in which 
petitioner failed and gave chances to the respondents No. 3 & 4 to complain with respondent No.1 
to terminate the services of the petitioner. The petitioner had been given multiple opportunities to 
work in the office of the respondent No.1 but the petitioner was posted as Data Entry Operator in 
the office of respondent No. 3.  An FIR has been registered against the officials of the department 
of respondent No. 3 under Section 420,120(B) of IPC.  Respondent No. 4 ordered the respondent 
No.1 to disengage  the services of the petitioner.  Respondent No.1 had complied with the request  
of the respondent No. 4  being merely service provider.  In the light of these averments, it is prayed 
that the claim deserves to be dismissed.  
 
 4. In separate reply on behalf of the respondents No. 2 to 4 preliminary objections qua 
maintainability, cause of action, estoppels and  suppression of material facts have been raised.   On 
merits, it is asserted that respondent No. 4 has issued tender dated 29.04.2013. After following the 
due process, respondent No.1 who was service provider  found suitable  for outsourcing of IT man 
power for the office of Health Safety & Regulation Society.  The applicant was appointed as Data 
Entry Operator vide letter dated 08.06.2013 in the office of  Chief Medical Officer Mandi through  
M/s Saraswati Dot Com Private Limited.  The petitioner joined duty on 10.06.2013 and was 
working  in the Food Safety section from 10.06.2013 to 01.08.2017 and  was further shifted to the 
Food Section.  The petitioner had not working satisfactorily and written complaint was also made 
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against him by the respondent No. 3.  Thus the petitioner was not discharged  his duties to the 
satisfaction of the employer.  At the time of his employment through respondent No.1 the petitioner 
submitted undertaking. Letter dated 05.10.2019 was issued by the respondent No.1 with respect to 
the petitioner transfer to Head Office at Shimla to work as Data Entry Operator at same pay 
package in compliance to letter  dated 12.09.2019 issued from the office of  the Director, Health 
Safety & Regulation, Shimla  requesting  suitable  replacement of Data Entry Operator in the office 
of Chief Medical Officer, Mandi. The petitioner was engaged for  the disposal of the respondent 
No.1 qua his engagement, deployment, transfer, and termination etc. The terms and conditions  of 
services of the petitioner was governed  by the agreement between the petitioner and respondent 
No.1.  It is admitted that letter dated 09.10.2019 was issued by the respondent but the same cannot 
be considered as conduct or act to harass  the petitioner by the respondent.  The matter relating to 
the engagement, deployment, relieving or termination of petitioner depends upon the terms and 
conditions of the employment between the petitioner and the respondent No.1 who can be transfer  
anywhere in Himachal Pradesh.  The petitioner being  merely outsource employee  as such CCS 
Rules are not applicable to him.  It is asserted that  the petitioner was transferred due to 
unsatisfactory  work and conduct. Vide letter dated 08.11.2019 the respondent No. 1 was  informed  
about  unsatisfactory conduct  and problematic activity of petitioner.  The respondent denied that  
the petitioner was  terminated  in order to  deprive his seniority.  Other averments made in the 
petition denied.     It is prayed that  the petition deserves to be dismissed 
   
 5. The petitioner by way of separate rejoinders has denied  preliminary objections raised 
in the replies  and reasserted facts and averments made in the petition.  
 
 6. On the basis of the pleadings of the parties, the following issues were framed on 
18.04.2023 for adjudication and determination:— 
 
  1. Whether the termination of the services of the petitioner w.e.f. 30.09.2019 by the 

respondents was without complying  with the provisions of the I.D.Act, 1947, as 
claimed?       . . OPP. 

 
  2. If issue No.1 is  proved in affirmative, to what relief   the  petitioner is entitled to 

and against whom?     . . OPP. 
 
  3. Whether the claim petition is not maintainable, as alleged?  . . OPR.  
 
   Relief   
 
 7. The petitioner in order to prove his case produced his   affidavit Ext. PW1/A wherein 
he  re-iterated the facts stated  in the claim petition.   
 
 8. No evidence led on behalf of the respondent No.1 despite adequate opportunity.  
Respondents No. 2 to 4  have examined RW1 Sh. Narender Kumar, Chief Medical Officer Mandi.    
In his affidavit he has  reiterated  the facts mentioned in the reply and also tendered  in evidence 
copy of letter dated  08.06.2013 Ext. RW1/A, copy of joining letter dated 15.06.2013 Ext. RW1/B, 
copy of office order dated 01.08.2017 Ext. RW1/C, copy of joining report dated 24.05.2018 Ext. 
RW1/D, complaint dated 14.07.2017 Ext. RW1/E, copy of letter dated 21.05.2018 Ext. RW1/F, 
copy of complaint dated 20.06.2017 Ext. RW1/G, copy of letter dated 30.08.2019 Ext. RW1/H, 
copy of news cutting dated 21.05.2018 Ext. RW1/J, copy of affidavit of undertaking Ext.  RW1/K, 
copy of letter dated 09.10.2019 Ext. RW1/L and copy of letter dated 23.08.2019 Ext. RW1/M.   
   
 9. I have heard the learned Counsel for the petitioner as well as learned A.D.A. for the 
respondents at length and records perused.  
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 10. 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 :  Decided accordingly 
 
  Issue No. 3 :  No 
 

  Relief   : Claim petition is partly allowed against the respondent No.1 per 
operative portion of the Award.   

 
REASONS FOR FINDINGS 

 
Issue No.1 
 
 11. It is case of the petitioner as stated on oath that he was engaged as Data Entry Operator 
in the office of respondent No. 2 through respondent No.1.  Petitioner alleges that on 05.10.2019 
his services were terminated by the respondent from the office of the respondent No.2  without 
giving him opportunity of being heard.  Respondent No.1 M/S Saraswati Dot Com Private Limited  
has been proceeded exparte in this case as they failed to appear despite due notice.  
  
 12. Respondents No. 2, 3 & 4  have, however, mentioned in the reply that the petitioner 
was appointed as Data Entry Operator vide letter  dated 08.06.2013 in the  office of  the C.M.O. 
Mandi through M/s Saraswati Dot Com Pvt. Ltd.  The petitioner joined his duty on 10.06.2013 and 
worked with Food Safety Section from 10.06.2013 to 01.08.2017 and clinical establishment section 
from 01.08.2017 to 19.05.2018 and further re-shifted  to the Food Section on 19.05.2018.  The 
Assistant Commissioner Food Safety made a written complaint against petitioner  that he was not 
working satisfactory and it was very difficult to work with him.  The terms of employment of 
petitioner with the respondent No.1 are produced on record RW1/A. joining intimation of Data 
Entry Operators posted at C.M.O. Office Mandi is  Ext. RW1/B and duty arrangement  is Ext. 
RW1/C.  
  
 13. The complaint was made by the Designated Officer (Food & Safety) Mandi dated 
14.07.2017 is Ext. RW1/E, Ext. RW1/F and Ext. RW1/H. 
 
 14. It is not the case of the petitioner  that  he was employed directly by the respondent 
No.2, 3 &4.  It is not pleaded that the documents of employment from respondent No.1 are merely 
camouflage  and that the actual control rested with the respondents No. 2, 3 & 4. No evidence is 
produced  by the petitioner to show that he was actually working under the direct control  or 
supervision  of the respondents No. 2, 3 & 4 and was   being paid salary by them.  The respondents 
No. 2, 3 & 4 have alleged that  the petitioner was employed by Ext. RW1/A by the respondent No.1 
to work  for the respondents No. 2, 3 & 4.  It is  stated on oath  that the work of petitioner was 
found to be unsatisfactory  and he was found having committed various act of indiscipline and they 
had to lodge   s complaint against him. The complaint  mentioned above led the respondent No.1 to 
issue notice of termination dated 13.11.2019.  Letter of appointment  Ext. RW1/A vide condition 
No.8    described  that company  had right to transfer the petitioner  to its different  offices  or 
offices of this client .  Thus the   transfer of petitioner from office of the  respondent No. 2 to 
respondent No.1 cannot be  termed as  act of victimisation.  
  
 15. Termination of petitioner  was  carried out by the order of the respondent No.1 on the 
complaint  made by the respondent No. 2 & 3. 
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   16. Section 2(oo) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 clearly described the retrenchment 
as follow: 
 
 “2  [(oo) “retrenchment” means the termination by the employer of the service of a 

workman for any reason whatsoever, otherwise than as a punishment inflicted by way 
of disciplinary action, but does not include—(a) voluntary retirement of the workman; 
or (b) retirement of the workman on reaching the age of superannuation if the contract 
of employment between the employer and the workman concerned contains a 
stipulation in that behalf; or” 

 
 17. The plea of petitioner is that he was not  given an opportunity of being heard before 
dispensing with his service. The documents pertaining the employment of petitioner and his 
termination shows that he was an employee of respondent No.1.  Respondent No. 1 had entered 
into a contract for supply of employees on out source  basis with the respondent No. 4.  No 
employee employer relationship established  between the petitioner and respondents No. 2 to 4.  
The transfer of the petitioner vide Ext. RW1/L was also done by the order of the respondent No.1 
i.e. M/s Saraswati  Dot Com Private Ltd.  The termination of the petitioner as per case of the 
respondents was carried out  due to his alleged act of indiscipline and his work  being not 
satisfactory.  The complaint was made in this regard by the Assistant Commissioner  Food and 
Safety.  There is no record  produced  by the respondent No.1 or respondents No. 2 and 4 which 
would show that any show cause notice  was issued to the petitioner consequent to the complaint  
made against him. No charge sheet was given to the petitioner  and he was not afforded any 
opportunity  to explain his case.  No charges were framed  neither any witnesses  were examined  to 
prove allegations made in the complaint.  It cannot be denied  that the petitioner was condemned 
unheard  an allegation made in the  complaint were not proved by way of evidence nor petitioner 
was not given  an opportunity to lead evidence or to defend   allegations.  The termination of the 
petitioner  was on the basis of order passed  by the respondent No.1 but respondent No.1  being an 
employer  of petitioner  had not conducted  any inquiry  with regard to the  allegation against 
petitioner. 
   
 18. The Hon’ble High Court of Jammu & Kashmir has laid down in Ferog Ahmed Sheikh 
Vs. Union Territory of J & K, 2023 SCC Online J&K 1095 on 16.12.2023. “Hence it is a settled 
law that even a contractual appointment cannot be terminated without affording an opportunity of 
hearing, if founded on allegations and/ or misconduct which casts a stigma on such employee”     
 
 19. The evidence on record shows that the petitioner was employed by the respondents  
No. 2 to 4 from out source through respondent No.1.  Thus the petitioner had an employee 
employer relationship with  respondent No.1 and his services have been dispensed with on the 
allegation of unsatisfactory work without  an inquiry  in this regard.  Thus termination of the 
services of the petitioner w.e.f. 30.09.2019 by the respondent No.1 was without compliance with 
the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947.  Hence, issue No.1 is decided in favour of the 
petitioner.  
   
Issue  No. 2 
 
 20. While deciding issue No.1 above it is clearly mentioned that  the services  of the 
petitioner was terminated  by the order of the respondent No.1 on the basis of  allegations made by 
the respondent No. 2 to 4.  The method of termination  was without  inquiry and not in accordance 
with due process of law.  In these circumstances,  the termination dated 30.09.2019 is set aside and 
petitioner is entitled  to be retained  in service with respondent No.1 on similar post .  The 
petitioner is also  entitled  for compensation of Rs. 1,00,000/- (Rs. One lac only) by way of back 
wages from the respondent No.1, hence issue No. 2 is decided in favour of the petitioner.   
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 Issue No. 3 
 
 21. The maintainability  of the claim was challenged on the ground that petitioner was not 
employee of the respondents No. 2 to 4.  Respondent No.1 has failed to lead any evidence in the 
Court in order to prove the averments made in their reply.  It is admitted fact that the petitioner was 
employed through respondent No.1 and was out source employee.  His services were terminated  in 
violation of the provisions  of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 by the respondent No. 1 as well as 
petitioner is entitled to the claim preferred by him claim  is maintainable. Thus  issue No. 3 is  
decided in favour of the petitioner.   
 
Relief 
 
 22. In view of my findings on the issues no. 1 to 3 above the reference is decided in favour 
of the petitioner. The respondent No.1 is directed  to re-instate the services of the  petitioner with 
seniority and continuity of service and all consequential benefits applicable from the date of his 
retrenchment. The petitioner is also entitled for compensation  of Rs.1,00,000/- (Rs. One  Lac only)  
in lieu of back wages from the respondent No.1. Parties are left to bear their costs. 
 
 23.  The reference is answered in aforesaid terms. A copy of this Award be sent to the 
appropriate Government for publication in the official gazette. File after due completion be 
consigned to the Record Room. 
 
 Announced in the open Court today, this 22nd   day of January, 2025.  
 
      

     Sd/- 
 (PARVEEN CHAUHAN),     

Presiding Judge, 
Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal,     

Kangra at Dharamshala, H.P. 
 

_____________ 
 
 
IN THE COURT OF SH. PARVEEN CHAUHAN, PRESIDING JUDGE, LABOUR COURT-

CUM-INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KANGRA AT DHARAMSHALA (H.P.) 
 
     Reference No.     :  55/2023 
 
     Date of Institution   :  14.7.2023 
 
     Date of Decision  :  23.01.2025  
 
 Shri Rajesh Kumar s/o Shri Kali Dass, r/o Village Majhwar, P.O. Jalpehar, Tehsil Joginder 
Nagar, District Mandi, H.P.     . . Petitioner.   
 

Versus 
 
 1. The Director Health Services, Government of Himachal Pradesh, SDA Complex, 
Kasumpti, Shimla-9. 
 
 2. The Chief Medical Officer, Zonal Hospital Mandi, District H.P. 
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  3. The Chairman-cum-Sub Divisional Magistrate (Civil), Rogi Kalyan Samiti, 
Joginder Nagar, District Mandi, H.P. 
 
 4. The Senior Medical Officer-cum-Secretary, Rogi Kalyan Samiti, Government of Civil 
Hospital, Joginder Nagar, District Mandi, H.P.  . . Respondents.  
 

Reference under Section 10 (1) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
  
    For the Petitioner :  Sh. N.L. Kaundal, Ld. AR 
 
             Sh. Vijay Kaundal, Ld. Adv. 
 
    For Respondent :  Sh. Anil Sharma, Ld. DDA 
 

AWARD 
 

 The following industrial disputes has been received by this court for the purpose of 
adjudication from the appropriate authority/Deputy Labour Commissioner: 
 
 “Whether the demand raised by Shri Rajesh Kumar s/o Shri Kali Dass, r/o Village Majhwar, 

P.O. Jalpehar, Tehsil Joginder Nagar, District Mandi, H.P. before (1) the Director Health 
Services, Government of Himachal Pradesh, SDA Complex Kasumpti, Shimla-9 (2) the 
Chief Medical Officer, Zonal Hospital Mandi, District Mandi, H.P. (3) The Chairman-cum-
Sub Divisional Magistrate (Civil), Rogi Kalyan Samiti, Government Civil Hospital, 
Joginder Nagar, District Mandi, H.P. (4) the Senior Medical Officer-cum-Secretary, Rogi 
Kalyan Samiti, Government Civil Hospital, Joginder Nagar, District Mandi, H.P. regarding 
regularization of services w.e.f. 01-01-2003 after completion of continuous services of 10 
years as per the policy of Government of H.P., as alleged by workman, is legal and 
justified? If yes, from which date what relief of regularization of services, seniority and past 
service benefits above aggrieved workman is entitled as per demand notice dated               
24-06-2019 (copy enclosed) from the above employers?” 

 
 2. The brief facts as stated in the claim petition are that  the petitioner was initially 
engaged by the management of medical welfare society, Joginder Nagar a NGO in July, 1992 as 
ward boy/caretaker. The said NGO managed the private ward of Civil Hospital Joginder Nagar and 
petitioner served the private ward upto December 2001. He was paid Rs. 2000/- per month w.e.f. 
1992 to 31.5.2001 by medical welfare society Joginder Nagar. During these period the petitioner 
worked from 5 PM to 9 AM i.e. almost 16 hours per day in the night shift as ward boy. 
Subsequently the private ward was taken over by the authority/management of Civil Hospital 
Joginider Nagar alongwith the services of the petitioner in the month of June, 2001. The services of 
petitioner were disengaged on 31.8.2003 without complying with the necessary provisions of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947.  The petitioner raised the dispute and conciliation thereof failed but 
reference was sent by appropriate Government to the Labour Court. The Labour Court vide Award 
dated 12.10.2011 passed the directions to the respondent to reinstate the services of the petitioner 
under Rogi Kalyan Samiti along-with 25% back wages. Petitioner submitted the copy of award to 
respondent no.4 along-with joining report dated 1.11.2011. His services however re-engaged by the 
department on 23rd April 2012. He was paid 25% of the back wages. Now the petitioner is working 
as Class-IV employee in Civil Hospital Joginder Nagar however from 23.4.2012 to 29.10.2019, he 
was paid only Rs.2000/- per month. Despite the fact that the Labour Court in its Award dated 
12.10.2011 had observed that petitioner has also placed on record the extract of attendance register 
which are from January, 2002 till December, 2003 his presence was marked with other staff of the 
hospital. It was also observed that petitioner being paid honorarium of Rs.2000/- only though 
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petitioner was in nomenclature of daily wager workers. According to petitioner he is entitled for 
daily wage w.e.f. 23.4.2012 to 29.10.2019 as the payment was being made in violation of minimum 
wages fixed by the State Government. Vide letter dated 29.10.2019 petitioner had requested the 
respondent to pay him minimum wages enhanced by State Government from time to time. 
Respondent no.4 wrote a letter on 30.10.2012 to respondent no.2 for enhancement of the wages of 
the petitioner. Respondent no.4 also wrote a letter dated 6.5.2014 to Director Health Services 
mentioning the request of the petitioner to pay minimum wages, despite recommendations of 
respondent no.4 department has paid only Rs.2000/- per month from 23.4.2012 to 29.10.2019. The 
petitioner however had worked under the direct control of Senior Medical Officer Civil Hospital 
Joginder in Health and Family Welfare Department of Himachal Pradesh. Thus he was entitled for 
minimum wages. The petitioner has prayed that he is entitled for pay revision w.e.f. 1.1.2006 and 
1.1.2016 along-with all consequential benefits w.e.f. 1.1.2003 onwards. He became entitled for 
eligible for regularization as class-IV employee as per policy of State Government w.e.f. 1.7.2002 
or 1.1.2003 in the regular pay scale of Rs.2520-4140 initial start of Rs.2620/- per month plus all 
usual allowances sanctioned by State Government from time to time. He had completed 10 years of 
continuous services with 240 days of work in each calendar year from July, 1992 to 30.6.2003. 
According to petitioner he has been performing duty similar to other class-IV employees who were 
daily waged as well as regular employees of the Civil Hospital Joginder Nagar. The act of the 
respondent not to regularize his services w.e.f. 1.1.2003 after completion of 10 years of services 
was against the principle of natural justice and in violation of Articles 14 and 16 of Constitution of 
India. The petitioner has prayed that he is not only entitled for regularization but entitled for equal 
pay for equal work under Article 39 (d) of the Constitution of India for the period from 23.4.2012 
to 29.10.2019 and petitioner has also mentioned that persons namely Shri Devi Ram, Badri Dutt, 
Mast Ram, Tulsi Devi, Suresh Chand, Sher Singh, KUldeep Chand, Tej Singh, Inder Sing, Sobha, 
Daulat Ram and Rajesh Kumar were engaged in the year 1999 by the department and they worked 
along-with petitioner performing similar nature of duties. All the above workmen have now been 
regularized but petitioner is still working on daily wage basis. Copy of appointment letter of above 
mentioned workmen have been produced on behalf of the petitioner. In the light of above the 
petitioner has prayed that direction may be made to respondents to regularize the services of the 
petitioner after completion of 10 years of continuous service w.e.f. 1.1.2003 in regular pay scale 
applicable at the relevant time with all consequential benefits incidental thereto such as pay fixation 
pay protection as on 1.1.2006 and 1.1.2016 and payment of difference of arrears and seniority. 
Petitioner has also prayed that the respondents be directed to pay difference of arrears to the 
petitioner for the period from 23.4.2012 to 29.10.2019 on the principle of equal pay for equal work 
as per minimum wage enhanced by State Government from time to time.  
 
 3. Respondents no. 1 to 4 in their reply raised preliminary objections qua maintainability, 
limitation, delay and laches, suppression of material facts and estopple etc. On merits, it is asserted 
that the services of the petitioner have been initial engaged by Health Welfare Society in July, 1992 
which was managed the private ward of Civil Hospital Joginder Nagar. The petitioner served the 
private ward upto December, 2001 as social worker. He was engaged as social worker for fixed 
honorarium for Rs. 2000/- per month.  In the year 1991-1992 health welfare society constructed 
private ward to provide a special ward facilities to the patients by paying rent. That ward was 
looked after and maintained by Health Welfare Society from 1992 to 2002. The petitioner was paid 
salary by Health Welfare Society  from income earned from rent which was earned from the 
patients. In the year 2001 government made a policy/scheme for the welfare of patients and 
provision was made to constitute Rogi Kalyan Samiti at Sub Divisional level. The Rogi Kalyan 
Samiti Joginder Nagar was established in the year 2001. In the year 2002 the Health Welfare 
Society handed over ward along-with social worker to hospital authorities Joginder Nagar. The 
petitioner was not taken as an employee of Rogi Kalyan Samiti but as a social worker who worked 
in the special ward. It is admitted that petitioner was re-engaged by hospital authorities under the 
Rogi Kalyan Samiti in the same capacity and 25% of back wages honorarium also paid on the  
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orders of Industrial Labour Court Dharamshala. It is however the case of the respondents that 
petitioner was merely a social worker under Rogi Kalyan Samiti. The minimum wages were being 
paid to petitioner from 27.9.2019 on the directions of the Labour Officer. In the light of these 
averments it is submitted on behalf of the respondents that since the petitioner was merely a social 
worker engaged by hospital authorities under the RKS Joginder Nagar on honorarium of Rs. 2000/- 
per month the relief prayed for by the petitioner may not be allowed by this court.  
 
 4. In rejoinder preliminary objections were denied facts stated in the petition are 
reasserted and reaffirmed.  
 
 5. On the basis of the pleadings of the parties, the following issues were framed for 
adjudication and determination:— 
 
  1. Whether the demands raised by the petitioner from the respondents regarding 

regularization of services w.e.f. 01.01.2003 after completion of 10 years 
continuous service as per policy of the HP Government is/was legal and justified, 
as alleged (this issue re-framed in accordance with the reference)  . . OPP. 

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

entitled to?      . . OPP. 
 
  3. Whether the claim petition is not maintainable, as alleged?  . . OPR. 
 
  4. Whether the petition is barred by period of limitation, as alleged?  . . OPR. 
 
  5. Whether the petitioner has not come to the court with clean hands and suppressed 

the material facts from the court, as alleged?  . . OPR. 
 
   Relief   
 
 6. Petitioner in order to prove his case has produced on record his affidavit Ext.PW1/A 
wherein he reiterated the fact stated in the petition.  He also produced copy of award Ext. PW1/B, 
joining report Ext. PW1/C, letter dated 9.10.2012 Ext.PW1/D, letter dated 30.10.2012 Ext. PW1/E, 
letter dated 6.5.2014 Ext. PW1/F, appointment orders of various workers Ext. PW1/G1 to G12, 
memorandum dated 25.10.2008 Ext. PW1/H and demand notice dated 24.6.2019 Ext.PW1/J.  
 
 7. Respondents have examined Shri Roshan Lal Kaundal, presently posted as Senior 
Medical Officer, Civil Hospital Joginder Nagar by way of affidavit Ext. RW1/A. He has also 
produced on record copy of appointment  letter Ext. RW1/B.  
 
 8. I have heard the learned AR/Counsel for the petitioner as well as learned Deputy 
District Attorney for the respondents at length and records perused.  
 
 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 :  Decided accordingly 
 
  Issue No. 3 :  No 
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  Issue No. 4 :  No 
 
  Issue No. 5 :  No 
 
  Relief.   :  Claim petition is partly allowed per operative portion of the 

Award.  
 

REASONS FOR FINDINGS 
 

Issues No.1 and 2 
 
 10. Both the issues shall be taken up together for the purpose of adjudication. 
 
 11. The petitioner has alleged that he was appointed by Medical Health Society in July, 
1992 as a ward boy/caretaker. It was a NGO which used to manage private ward. He worked for 16 
hours a day. Civil Hospital Joginder Nagar took over the ward in June, 2001 and his services were 
continued. On 31.8.2003 his services were terminated and vide order dated 22.10.2011 passed by 
the Labour Court  he was reinstated. Respondents made him join his duty only on 23.4.2012. Since 
then he has rendering his services continuously in Civil Hospital as class-IV employee. He also 
asserts that since 1992 he is working under the supervision and on the directions of the Senior 
Medical Officer. His work is also inspected by SMO. He denied in his cross-examination that he 
merely worked as social worker upto 2011. He denied that Rogi Kalyan Samiti paid him 
honorarium but asserts that he got the said payment as daily wager. He admits that in the year 2001 
Sub Divisional level Rogi Kalyan Samiti was constituted but denies that Rogi Kalyan Samiti took 
his services as social worker only. The petitioner has denied that Rogi Kalyan Samiti is not 
empowered to appoint or engage any person as its employee and also denied that Rogi Kalyan 
Samiti and hospital are two different independent bodies. He denied that there can be no 
regularization under RKS and there are no rules and bye-laws to this effect. The petitioner also 
denies that there was no sanctioned post in the Rogi Kalyan Samiti and he was not appointed by 
following due process and selection procedure. The petitioner expressed his ignorance to the 
suggestion that RKS has different governing and executive body. 
  
 12. RW1 Shri Roshan Lal Kaundal, Senior Medical Officer, Civil Hospital Joginder Nagar 
has admitted that petitioner was employed by Health Welfare Society in the year, 1991 to look after 
the private ward. He admits that health welfare society private ward was taken over by department 
along-with the services of the petitioner. He expressed his ignorance to the suggestion that since 
1992 to 2001 duty of petitioner was fixed by SMO. He however admits that the petitioner had 
performed, his duties in Joginder Nagar Hospital. It is admitted that petitioner was terminated and 
then re-employed on the directions of Labour Court vide order dated 12.10.2011. RW1 Shri Roshan 
Lal Kaundal admits that from day of reinstatement i.e. 23.4.2012 till the present day petitioner is 
continuously working with the respondents. He also admits that on the directions of the Labour 
Officer in letter dated 27.9.2019 minimum wages are now being paid to the petitioner.  
 
 13. With regard to the contention of the petitioner that he had worked regularly with the 
respondents from 1992. It is argued by the learned Dy. District Attorney for the respondents that 
right from the year, 1992 till 2004 the petitioner had worked in private ward and he was appointed 
by medical welfare society and thereafter he had worked with RKS and hence he was now an 
employee of Hospital authorities. Perusal of the case file however shows that the petitioner had 
worked in Joginder Nagar Hospital continuously since the year, 1992 till his services were 
terminated in the year, 2003. His reinstatement took place by the orders of the court in the year 
2012. It is not expressly denied that during this period the work of petitioner was controlled and 
supervised by  Senior Medical Officer of the hospital who is also the Secretary of Rogi Kalyan 
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Samiti. The contention of the respondents is that Rogi Kalyan Samiti and the hospital are two 
different entities and Rogi Kalyan Samiti has very limited funds. This contention of the respondents 
is without any substance as no documents have been produced before the court in this regard. On 
the other hand, the documents Ext. PW1/E and PW1/F show that the sanction of funds to pay daily 
wages to the petitioner was through the office of Director Health. It is not disputed that Rogi 
Kalyan Samiti Joginder Nagar hospital did not fall within the definition of industry within the 
meaning provided under the Industrial Disputes Act.  The fact that the petitioner had continuously 
worked under control and supervision of hospital authorities, the hospital authorities were making 
payment of his wages and also that the Rogi Kalyan Samiti, hospital authorities of Joginder Nagar 
are under the same department of health clearly show that the petitioner was continuously working 
under the respondents. The manner in which the petitioner has discharged his duties were 
determined by SMO/CMO. Thus the petitioner was employee of the respondents from very initial 
date of his engagement in the year 1992. Fifth Schedule of Industrial Disputes Act lays down that 
employing the workman as “badlis”, casuals or temporaries and continuing them as such for years, 
with the object of depriving them of the status and privileges of permanent workmen amounts to 
unfair labour practices within the meaning of Section 2(ra) of the Industrial Disputes Act. The 
employment of petitioner was continuous except from the date from alleged illegal termination in 
2003 till re-employment in April, 2012. The contention of the petitioner that he worked 
continuously and did the work equivalent to other class-IV employees of respondent is not 
disputed. The Hon’ble Supreme Court in Mool Raj Upadhyaya vs. State of H.P. and Ors. 1994 
SCC (L&S) 990 has laid down the directions with respect to parity in employment equal pay for 
equal work of daily wagers with reference to HP Public Works Department following directions 
were issued in respect of the scheme for betterment (appointment) regularization of muster roll 
daily wagers in H.P. Para no.4 as follows:— 
 
 “B. Administrative Law-Schemes-Court’s power to modify. 
 
  In respect of the daily-wagers/muster roll workers (whether skilled or unskilled), the 

Supreme Court submitted four paras in the scheme to the following effect. 
 
 (1) That those completing 10 years’ continuous service with at least 240 days in a calendar 

year should be appointed as work-charged employees with pay scale applicable to the 
lowest grade. 

 
 (2) & (3) That those with lesser length of service should be given the same relief w.e.f. the 

date they complete the requisite length of service. Till then, they should be paid daily 
wages prescribed by the State Government for daily-wage employees falling in Class-
III and Class-IV. 

 
 (4) Regularization should be effected in a phased manner on the basis of seniority-cum-

suitability including physical fitness. On regularization, they should be entitled to time-
scale and other benefits available to regular employees of the corresponding lowest 
grade”. 

 
 Hon’ble Supreme Court in State of H.P. & ors. vs. Gehar Singh, 2007 AIR SCW 1798 
has held as follows: 
 
 “The Scheme as referred to in the case of Mool Raj Upadhyaya envisages two stages in 

regularising the services of the Daily Wage/Muster Roll workers. In the first stage, after 
completion of 10 years or more continuous service with a minimum of 240 days in a 
calendar year on 31st December, 1993, Daily Wage/Muster Roll workers were to be 
appointed as work-charged employees with effect from 1st January, 1994. Thereafter, they 
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were to be regularised in the second stage in a phased manner on the basis of seniority cum 
suitability including physically fitness”. 

 
 14. Similarly the Hon’ble High Court of H.P. in Gauri Dutt & Ors. vs. State of H.P. 
Latest HLJ 2008 (HP) 366 has held in para no.17 as follows: 
 
 “17. The State of H.P. has also raised a plea that the scheme in Mool Raj Upadhyaya’s case 

is only applicable to the employees of the IPH and PWD departments of the State of 
H.P. and is not applicable to other employees. We have already quoted para 6 of the 
affidavit of Mrs. Subramanyam which clearly shows that the scheme, as presented by 
the State of H.P. to the Apex Court, was to be applicable to all the daily rated 
employees in all the departments in H.P. In view of the affidavit of Mr. 
Subramanayam, the State cannot now urge that this scheme is not applicable to other 
departments. In answer to the third question, it is held that the scheme is applicable to 
all daily waged employees working in any department of State of H.P.” 

 
 15. Considering the fact that the petitioner was employed under the respondents from the 
year 1992. The petitioner has completed 10 years of continuous service in the year 2003 and was 
entitled for regularization as per government policy from the date his juniors were regularized by 
the respondents. With regard to the plea of minimum wages raised by the petitioner, the petitioner 
had not raised the plea with regard to non payment of minimum wages  in his previous litigation 
before Labour Court however vide order dated 27.9.2019 passed by the Labour Officer the 
minimum wages are now being paid to the petitioner. It is however clear that since his                  
re-engagement he was entitled for minimum wages i.e. from 12.10.2011. The petitioner was 
engaged on work pursuant to the order of Labour Court on 23.4.2012 however on 27.9.2019 the 
petitioner was working along-with other daily wagers and performing similar nature of duty 
however receiving only Rs. 2000/- per month by way of daily wages. In accordance with the 
directions of the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Mool Raj Upadhayaya’s case (supra) the petitioner 
was indeed entitled for equal pay for equal work during this period the petitioner having received 
only Rs.2000/- per month is entitled for the difference of wages received by him and  daily wager 
fixed by the government of H.P. in his category for the above mentioned period. 
  
 16. The petitioner has produced on record the appointment orders pertaining the persons 
who were employed by the respondent subsequent to the petitioner. Since the petitioner had 
completed 10 years of service in the year 2003 he is entitled for the regularization of his services 
from 1.1.2003 in regular pay scale applicable at that relevant time and all the consequential benefits 
along-with pay protection as on 1.1.2006 and 1.1.2016 along-with seniority. Both these issues are 
partly decided in the favour of the petitioner.  
 
Issues No. 3, 4 & 5 
 
 17. The onus of proving these issues was on the respondents. The respondents have 
contended that the petitioner was not appointed by the respondents but by NGO and thereafter he 
has worked with the Rogi Kalyan Samiti which is different entity with the hospital authority. It has 
however been proved that the petitioner from the very initial date of his employment worked under 
the direction and control of the respondents and was being paid honorarium and subsequently the 
daily wages by the respondents. The  petitioner having rendered more than 10 years of service was 
not regularized in equality with the other persons employed by the department and junior to the 
petitioner. In these circumstances the claim petition is maintainable and the petitioner does not 
appear to have suppressed any material facts from this court. The petitioner has raised the demand 
notice while he was still in service with the respondents. He has made various representations 
regarding his service benefits in the year 2012 and 2014 i.e. immediately after he was reinstated by 
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the order of the Labour Court. In these circumstances it cannot be held that the demands raised by 
the petitioner were barred due to limitation. These issues no. 3 to 5 are decided in the favour of the 
petitioner and against the respondents.   
 
Relief 
 
 18. In view of my discussion on the issues no. 1 to 5 above, the claim petition succeeds 
and is partly allowed. Since the petitioner had completed 10 years of services in the year 2003 he is 
entitled for the regularization of his services from 1.1.2003 in regular pay scale applicable at that 
relevant time and all the consequential benefits along-with pay protection as on 1.1.2006 and 
1.1.2016 along-with seniority. Parties are left to bear their costs. 
 
 19.  The reference is answered in aforesaid terms. A copy of this Award be sent to the 
appropriate Government for publication in the official gazette. File after due completion be 
consigned to the Record Room. 
 
 Announced in the open Court today, this 23rd day of January, 2025.  
 
     

     Sd/- 
 (PARVEEN CHAUHAN),     

Presiding Judge, 
Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal,     

Kangra at Dharamshala, H.P. 
 

_____________ 
 
     
 
IN THE COURT OF SH. PARVEEN CHAUHAN, PRESIDING JUDGE, LABOUR COURT-

CUM-INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KANGRA AT DHARAMSHALA (H.P.) 
 
     Reference No.     :  150/2017 
 
     Date of Institution   :  06.7.2017 
 
     Date of Decision  :  23.01.2025  
 
 Shri Madan Lal s/o Shri Jaisi Ram, r/o Village Dundhi, P.O. Chhatrari, Tehsil & District 
Chamba, H.P.         . . Petitioner.   
 
 

Versus 
 
 
 1. The Employer, Chirchind Hydro Power Limited, Village Loona, P.O. Durgethi, Tehsil 
& District Chamba, H.P. 
  
 
 2. The Project Manager, Govind Raj Projects Private Limited, Near Fishery Farm 
Sultanpur, Tehsil & District Chamba, H.P.  . . Respondents.  
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Reference under Section 10 (1) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 

  
    For the Petitioner : Sh. K.L. Thakur, Ld. Adv. 
 
    For Respondent(s) : Ms. Bhawna Jyoti Malhotra, Ld. Adv. 
 

AWARD 
 

 The following industrial disputes has been received by this court for the purpose of 
adjudication from the appropriate authority/Deputy Labour Commissioner: 
 
 “Whether demands raised vide demand notice dated 08-04-2016 (copy enclosed) by         
Shri Madan Lal s/o Shri Jaisi Ram, r/o Village Dundhi, P.O. Chhatrari, Tehsil & District Chamba, 
H.P. to be fulfilled by (i) the Employer, Chirchind Hydro Power Limited, Village Loona, P.O. 
Durgethi, Tehsil & District Chamba, H.P. (ii) the Project Manager, Govind Raj Projects Private 
Limited, Near Fishery Farm Sultanpur, Tehsil & District Chamba, H.P. (contractor) are legal and 
justified and maintainable? If yes, what relief and benefits the above worker is entitled to by the 
above employers?” 
 
 2. The brief facts as stated in the claim petition are that  the petitioner was engaged as 
shift operator with the Project Manager Govind Raj Projects Private Ltd. near Fisheries Farm 
Sultanpur, Tehsil and District Chamba, H.P. who has worked under the control of principal 
employer, Managing Director, M/s Chirchind Hydel Project Loona, Tehsil Bharmour, District 
Chamba, H.P. since the year 2009 and continued to work with respondent upto March, 2016. The 
applicant worked in transmission line 33 kv work from Lahal to Pilli station from the month of 
December, 2013 to April, 2014 having a stretch of 15 K.M. In accordance with the contract and the 
private contractor as well as employer had agreed to pay wages @Rs.7000/- per month double 
basic pay as per contract per contract holidays payments five year gratuity and arrear from the year 
2009 to year 2015, festival bonus equal to one month pay TA&DA etc. and sum of Rs. 441/- was 
used to recover as his EPF which amount was gradually increased to Rs.800/- per month. None of 
the above payment including the wages from 2014 and November, 2015 to March, 2016 were paid 
to the petitioner. The applicant has also submitted that he is entitled to gratuity under Payment of 
Gratuity Act, 1972 whereas the controlling authority has calculated the gratuity sum of Rs.28269/- 
along-with 9% interest w.e.f. April, 2009 upto 2015. No payment of gratuity has been made till 
date. It is also alleged that the services of the applicant were disengaged in the year March, 2016 
without serving any notice. He made representation to the Labour Officer Chamba through demand 
notice dated 8.4.2016 against the illegal termination in the year 2016 without giving any 
opportunity of being heard in violation of Sections 25-F, 25-FF, 25-FFF of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947.  The petitioner has prayed for recovery of full back wages, gratuity and arrear from the 
year 2009 to 2015, festival bonus equal to one month pay to pay TA&DA, 25% tribal allowances 
according to the applicant EPF and compensation to the tune of 5 lakh. 
   
 3. In reply to the claim petition respondents raised preliminary objections qua 
maintainability, locus standi, non joiner and mis joinder of necessary party. On merits, it is asserted 
that the applicant was not an employee of Chirchind Hydro Project Ltd. but was an employee of 
Govind Raj Projects Private Limited. Other averments which have made in the claim petition are 
denied parawise. It is asserted that applicant was not disengaged but he resigned from the post vide 
resignation letter dated 31.10.2015. It is prayed that the petitioner is not entitled for the claim made 
in the demand notice and the petition deserves to be dismissed. 
   
 4. In rejoinder preliminary objections were denied facts stated in the petition are 
reasserted and reaffirmed.  
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 5. On the basis of the pleadings of the parties, the following issues were framed for 
adjudication and determination:— 
 
  1. Whether the demands raised by the petitioner vide demand notice dated              

08-04-2016 to be fulfilled by the respondents are/were legal, justified and 
maintainable, as alleged?   . . OPP. 

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

entitled to?      . . OPP. 
 
  3. Whether the claim petition is not maintainable, as alleged?  . . OPR. 
 
  4. Whether the petitioner has no locus standi to file the present case, as alleged? 
          . . OPR.  
 
  5. Whether the claim petition is bad for non-joinder and mis-joinder of parties, as 

alleged?       . . OPR. 
 
  6. Whether the petitioner has not approached the Court with clean hands and has 

suppressed the material facts, as alleged?  . . OPR. 
 
   Relief   
 
 6. Petitioner in order to prove his case has produced on record his affidavit Ext.PW1/A 
wherein he reiterated the fact stated in the petition.  He also produced on record copy of demand 
notice dated 8.4.2016 Ext. PW1/B, copy of order dated 14.8.2017 Ext. PW1/C, salary slips Ext. 
PW1/D1 and Ext. PW1/D2, daily roaster Ext. PW1/E1 to Ext. PW1/E15, pay roll sheet Ext. PW1/F, 
memorandum of settlement Ext. PW1/G.  He also tendered in evidence copy of I.D. Card Ext. PX 
and copy of certificate Mark PX. 
  
 7. Respondents have examined Shri Ambrish Singh, Executive Director, Govind Raj 
Projects Pvt. Ltd. by way of affidavit Ext. RW1/A. He has also produced on record copy of reply to 
demand notice Ext. RW1/B, copy of conciliation meeting Ext. RW1/C and copy of resignation Ext. 
RW1/D.  
 
 8. I have heard the learned Counsel for both the parties at length and records perused.  
 
 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 : Decided accordingly 
 
  Issue No. 3 : No 
 
  Issue No. 4 : No 
 
  Issue No. 5 : No 
 
 
  Relief   : Claim petition is partly allowed per operative portion of the Award.  
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REASONS FOR FINDINGS 

 
Issue No.1  
 
 10. The petitioner has stated in his affidavit that he had worked as a helper in the project of 
respondents since month of September, 2009 to year 2015. He states in his cross-examinaiton that 
he had worked in Govind Raj Projects from 2011 to 2015 but denied that he resigned in the year 
2015. The peititoner denied that he never worked in Chirchind Hydro Project. He admits to the 
suggestion that he worked with Chirchind Hydro Project from 1.2.2011 to 31.10.2015 but denied 
that he had worked in the project only for four years and hence he is not entitled for payment of 
gratuity etc. The petitioner has produced on record identity card Ext. PX and certificate issued by 
Supervisor Chirchind Hydro Power as Mark-PX. The identity card is dated 1.4.2012 and the 
certificate Mark PX has been issued from February, 2008 to April, 2011. 
  
 11. Pertinent to mention that common reply has been collectively filed by the respondents 
and they have examined Shri Ambrish Singh, Executive Director, Govind Raj Projects as RW1. 
RW1 Shri Ambrish Singh has asserted that petitioner was engaged by Govind Raj Projects in 
February, 2011. It is however admitted that in the year 2011, 27 workmen were employed by 
Chirchind Hydro Power but again stated that these were employees of Govind Raj Projects. He 
admits that the employees got salary from Govind Raj Projects. He further states that Chirchind 
Hydro Power is the owner and Govind Raj does the work of operation maintenance. This statement 
on behalf of RW1 shows that the respondents no.1 and 2 are part of single entity for all intents and 
purposes in relation to the petitioner. The duty roaster of the petitioner has been produced from 
2012 to 2015 Ext. PW1/E1 to Ext. PW1/E15. The compromise Ext. PW1/G wherein the petitioner 
has impleaded present respondents as party with the copy of identity card Mark PX show that the 
petitioner had worked with the Chirchind Hydro Power also. Similarly, the reply and the nature of 
the work being performed by Chirchind Hydro Power and Govind Raj Projects show that these are 
practically the same entities with respect of worker employed therein. 
  
 12. The certificate Mark PX shows that petitioner was employed by Chirchind Hydro 
Power from February, 2008 to April, 2011. Ext. PW1/C is the order of the Labour Officer Chamba 
whereby the petitioner had demanded gratuity from Chirchind Hydro Power and in these 
proceedings Chirchind Hydro Power failed to contest the claim accordingly the date of joining for 
the petitioner was taken as the year 2009. No record has been produced nor any officer of 
Chirchind Hydro Power is examined in the court to deny the claim of the petitioner that he had not 
worked in Chirchind Hydro Power from 2009 to 2011 and thereafter in the entity of Chirchind 
Hydro Power i.e. Govind Raj Projects upto the year 2015. The document produced on record reveal 
that petitioner had worked with Govind Raj Projects from 2011 to 2015. The petitioner has proved 
to the extent balance of probabilities from the order Ext.PW1/C and the certificate Mark-PX that he 
was worked with Chirchind Hydro Power from 2009 onwards. In addition to it pleadings on behalf 
of respondents and their joint appearance before the labour authorities also shows that they are part 
of same entity and this fact is also reflected from cross-examination of RW1 Shri Ambrish Singh. 
In the light of above evidence produced before this court it is proved that petitioner has worked 
with the Chirchind Hydro Power and Govind Raj Projects from 2009 to 2015 which are the same 
entities for the claim of gratuity of Rs.28269/- as assessed by the Labour Officer.  
 
 13. There are other claims made by the petitioner in his statement of claim as well as in the 
demand notice. No specific evidence has been produced by petitioner in order to prove contract on 
basis of which he has claimed various kind of allowances and other payments due to him from 
respondents. Thus claim of the petitioner to the extent of his entitlement for gratuity for the 
recovery amount along-with interest is sustainable and issue no.1 is accordingly decided in the 
favour of the petitioner.  
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Issue No. 2 
 
 14. It has been discussed in detail while deciding issue no.1 above the petitioner is entitled 
for the claim of gratuity amount as he has worked with the respondents for a considerable period 
between 2009 to 2015 and thereafter his services were disengaged by way of resignation. Still the 
petitioner would be entitled for the payment of gratuity amount of Rs.28269/- and respondents are 
directed to pay the said amount to the petitioner @ of 9% interest from the year 2015 till the date of 
realization.  
 
Issues No. 3 and 4 
 
 15. The onus of proving these issues was on the respondents. The claim of the respondents 
was to the effect that petitioner had not worked with the respondents for a period for which is 
entitled him claims of gratuity. Contrary facts appears from the records  hence the claim of the 
petitioner with respect to the gratuity is maintainable and petitioner being employee of the 
respondents has locus standi to file the present claim. Hence both these issues are decided in the 
favour of the petitioner.  
 
Issue No. 5 
 
 16. Specific objection has been raised regarding non-joinder and mis-joinder of necessary 
parties. However Chirchind Hydro Power and Govind Raj Projects have been impleaded as party in 
this case. There is no other necessary and proper parties for adjudication of the claim of the 
petitioner hence issue no.5 is decided in the favour of the petitioner.  
 
Issue No. 6 
 
 17. It is asserted by the respondents that petitioner has not approached the court with clean 
hands and suppressed the material facts. No such facts appeared from the evidence led before this 
court hence issue no. 6 is decided in the favour of the petitioner.  
 
Relief 
 
 18. In view of my discussion on the issues no. 1 to 5 above, the claim petition succeeds 
and is partly allowed. The petitioner is entitled for the payment of gratuity amount of Rs. 28269/- 
and the respondents are directed to pay the said amount to the petitioner @ of 9% interest from the 
year 2015 till the date of realization. Parties are left to bear their costs. 
 
 
 19.  The reference is answered in aforesaid terms. A copy of this Award be sent to the 
appropriate Government for publication in the official gazette. File after due completion be 
consigned to the Record Room. 
 
 
 Announced in the open Court today, this 23rd day of January, 2025.  
 
       

     Sd/- 
 (PARVEEN CHAUHAN),     

Presiding Judge, 
Labour Court-cum-Industrial Tribunal,     

Kangra at Dharamshala, H.P. 
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c vnkyr lgk;d lekgrkZ izFke Js.kh ,oa rglhynkj] /keZ'kkyk]  

ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0iz0½ 
 

     fdLe eqdíek% rdlhe  
 
 prjks iq= xjhck iq= Hkhe lSu] fuoklh egky eksgyh&ykgM+k nh] ekStk [kfu;kjk] rglhy /keZ'kkyk] 
ftyk dkaxM+k] fg0 iz0A 
   

cuke 
 
 1- lR;k nsoh fo/kok ij"kksre pan] 2- nhuk] pksdl jke iq= xjhck] fuoklh xkao uìh [kMkSrk] 
rglhy /keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k] fg0iz0] 3- lqeuk dqekjh iq=h Ntq] fuoklh egky pVsgM+] iksLV vkWfQl 
;ksy] rglhy /keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k] 4- fMaiy dqekjh iq=h Ntq] fuoklh xkao o Mkd[kkuk jk[k] rglhy 
ikyeiqj] ftyk dkaxM+k] 5- O;klks nsoh fo/kok Ntq] fuoklh egky uìh [kM+ksrk] ekStk [kfu;kjk] rglhy 
/keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k] 6- Hkxoku nkl iq= pqgM+q] fuoklh egky eksgyh ykgM+k&nh] ekStk [kfu;kjk] 
rglhy /keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k]  7- leaxyk nsoh iq=h xqfj;k] fuoklh yksvj lq/ksM+] iksLV vkWfQl lq/ksM+] 
rglhy /keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k] 8- ewy jkt] 9- vuwi iq= o 10- uhye iq=h o 11- flejks nsoh fo/kok 
fjf[k;k] fuoklh egky [kM+ksrk] ekStk [kfu;kjk] rglhy /keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k] 12- txnh'k] 13- fot; 
iq= ts'kh jke] fuoklh egky [kM+ksrk] ekStk [kfu;kjk] rglhy /keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k] 14- jes'k]  
15- enu iq= [ktkuk] fuoklh eksgyh ykgM+k nh] ekStk [kfu;kjk] rglhy /keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k]  
16- nwuh pan] 17- dY;k.k pan iq= pek#] fuoklh egky eksgyh ykgM+k nh] ekStk [kfu;kjk] rglhy 
/keZ'kkyk] 18- ekyh jke iq= pek#] fuoklh egky [kM+kSrk] ekStk [kfu;kjk] rglhy /keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k]  
19- vk'kksa nsoh iq=h pek#] fuoklh ckxksryk] rglhy ikyeiqj] ftyk dkaxM+k] 20- xqtjks nsoh iq=h pek#] 
fuoklh xkao cnlj iksLV vkWfQl ft;k] rglhy ikyeiqj]  21- iq"ik nsoh iRuh enu yky] fuoklh xkao o 
Mkd[kkuk 'kkgiqj] rglhy 'kkgiqj] 22- lqHknzk nsoh iRuh rjlse flag] fuoklh xkao /keZdksV] rglhy 
/keZ'kkyk] 23- 'kdqaryk nsoh iq=h ijrki] fuoklh eksgkyh ykgM+k nh] ekStk [kfu;kjk] rglhy /keZ'kkyk] 
ftyk dkaxM+k] fg0iz0A    
 
fo"k;-&&izkFkZuk&i= rdlhe Hkwfe [kkrk ua0 26] [krkSuh ua0 55 rk 56] [kljk ua0 21 o 77@1] fdÙkk 2] 

jdck rknknh 00&03&96 gS0] okD;k egky eksgyh ykgM+k nh ekStk [kfu;kjk] rglhy /keZ'kkyk] 
ftyk dkaxM+k] fg0iz0 dh rdlhe djus ckjsA 

 
 izkFkZuk&i= prjks iq= xjhck iq= Hkhe lSu] fuoklh egky eksgyh&ykgM+k nh] ekStk [kfu;kjk] 
rglhy /keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k] fg0 iz0 ftlesa mijksDr izfroknhx.k dks leu lk/kkj.k rjhds ls rkehy 
u gks ik jgs gSa] blfy, mijksDr izfroknhx.k dks bl b'rgkj jkti=@eq'=h equknh ds }kjk lwfpr fd;k 
tkrk gS fd ;fn fdlh Hkh i{k dks mijksDr of.kZr Hkwfe dh rdlhe djus ckjs dksbZ Hkh mtj ;k ,rjkt gks 
rks og v/kksgLrk{kjh dh vnkyr  esa fnukad 18&06&2025 dks izkr% 11-00 cts vlkyru ;k odykru 
gkftj gksdj vius mtj@,rjkt is'k dj ldrk gS] vU;Fkk gkftj u vkus dh lwjr esa mijksDr 
izfroknhx.k ds fo#) ,drjQk dk;Zokgh vey esa ykbZ tk,xh o rjhdk rdlhe tkjh dj fn;k tk,xkA   
 
 
 vkt fnukad 18&05&2025 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh fd;k x;kA 
 
 
eksgjA     gLrk{kfjr@& 

lgk;d lekgrkZ izFke Js.kh ,oa rglhynkj] 
rglhy /keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0iz0½A 

 
&&&&&&&& 
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c vnkyr lgk;d lekgrkZ izFke Js.kh ,oa rglhynkj] /keZ'kkyk]  

ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0iz0½ 
 

     fdLe eqdíek% rdlhe  
 
 prjks iq= xjhck iq= Hkhe lSu] fuoklh egky eksgyh&ykgM+k nh] ekStk [kfu;kjk] rglhy /keZ'kkyk] 
ftyk dkaxM+k] fg0 iz0A 
   

cuke 
 
 1- lR;k nsoh fo/kok ij"kksre pan] 2- nhuk] pksdl jke iq= xjhck] fuoklh xkao uìh [kMkSrk] 
rglhy /keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k] fg0iz0] 3- lqeuk dqekjh iq=h Ntq] fuoklh egky pVsgM+] iksLV vkWfQl 
;ksy] rglhy /keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k] 4- fMaiy dqekjh iq=h Ntq] fuoklh xkao o Mkd[kkuk jk[k] rglhy 
ikyeiqj] ftyk dkaxM+k] 5- O;klks nsoh fo/kok Ntq] fuoklh egky uìh [kM+ksrk] ekStk [kfu;kjk] rglhy 
/keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k] 6- Hkxoku nkl iq= pqgM+q] fuoklh egky eksgyh ykgM+k&nh] ekStk [kfu;kjk] 
rglhy /keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k] 7- leaxyk nsoh iq=h xqfj;k] fuoklh yksvj lq/ksM+] iksLV vkWfQl lq/ksM+] 
rglhy /keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k] 8- ewy jkt] 9- vuwi iq= o 10- uhye iq=h o 11- flejks nsoh fo/kok 
fjf[k;k] fuoklh egky [kM+ksrk] ekStk [kfu;kjk] rglhy /keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k] 12- txnh'k] 13- fot; 
iq= ts'kh jke] fuoklh egky [kM+ksrk] ekStk [kfu;kjk] rglhy /keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k] 14- jes'k]  
15- enu iq= [ktkuk] fuoklh eksgyh ykgM+k nh] ekStk [kfu;kjk] rglhy /keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k]  
16- nwuh pan] 17- dY;k.k pan iq= pek#] fuoklh egky eksgyh ykgM+k nh] ekStk [kfu;kjk] rglhy 
/keZ'kkyk] 18- ekyh jke iq= pek#] fuoklh egky [kM+kSrk] ekStk [kfu;kjk] rglhy /keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k]  
19- vk'kksa nsoh iq=h pek#] fuoklh ckxksryk] rglhy ikyeiqj] ftyk dkaxM+k] 20- xqtjks nsoh iq=h pek#] 
fuoklh xkao cnlj iksLV vkWfQl ft;k] rglhy ikyeiqj]  21- iq"ik nsoh iRuh enu yky] fuoklh xkao o 
Mkd[kkuk 'kkgiqj] rglhy 'kkgiqj] 22- lqHknzk nsoh iRuh rjlse flag] fuoklh xkao /keZdksV] rglhy 
/keZ'kkyk] 23- 'kdqaryk nsoh iq=h ijrki] fuoklh eksgkyh ykgM+k nh] ekStk [kfu;kjk]  rglhy /keZ'kkyk] 
ftyk dkaxM+k] fg0iz0A    
 
fo"k;-&&izkFkZuk&i= rdlhe Hkwfe [kkrk ua0 7] [krkSuh ua0 7 [kljk ua0 299 o 300] fdÙkk 2] jdck 

rknknh 00&01&13 gS0] okD;k egky [kM+ksrk] ekStk [kfu;kjk] rglhy /keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k] 
fg0iz0 dh rdlhe djus ckjsA 

 
 izkFkZuk&i= prjks iq= xjhck iq= Hkhe lSu] fuoklh egky eksgyh&ykgM+k nh] ekStk [kfu;kjk] 
rglhy /keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k] fg0 iz0 ftlesa mijksDr izfroknhx.k dks leu lk/kkj.k rjhds ls rkehy 
u gks ik jgs gSa] blfy, mijksDr izfroknhx.k dks bl b'rgkj jkti=@eq'=h equknh ds }kjk lwfpr fd;k 
tkrk gS fd ;fn fdlh Hkh i{k dks mijksDr of.kZr Hkwfe dh rdlhe djus ckjs dksbZ Hkh mtj ;k ,rjkt gks 
rks og v/kksgLrk{kjh dh vnkyr  esa fnukad 18&06&2025 dks izkr% 11-00 cts vlkyru ;k odykru 
gkftj gksdj vius mtj@,rjkt is'k dj ldrk gS] vU;Fkk gkftj u vkus dh lwjr esa mijksDr 
izfroknhx.k ds fo#) ,drjQk dk;Zokgh vey esa ykbZ tk,xh o rjhdk rdlhe tkjh dj fn;k tk,xkA   
 
 
 vkt fnukad 18&05&2025 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh fd;k x;kA 
 
 
eksgjA     gLrk{kfjr@& 

lgk;d lekgrkZ izFke Js.kh ,oa rglhynkj] 
rglhy /keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0iz0½A 

 
&&&&&&&& 



 2704        jkti=] fgekpy izns'k] 13 twu] 2025@23 T;s"B] 1947         
c vnkyr lgk;d lekgrkZ izFke Js.kh ,oa rglhynkj] /keZ'kkyk]  

ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0iz0½ 
 

     fdLe eqdíek% rdlhe  
 
 uonhi Mhaxjk iq= fryd jkt] fuoklh xq#}kjk jksM+ dksrokyh cktkj] rglhy /keZ'kkyk through 
power of attorney holder of Jh izdk'k pan iq= i`Foh flag iq= ewy] fuoklh egky ozsg] ekStk o rglhy 
/keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k] fg0 iz0A 
   

cuke 
 
 1- vkse izdk'k] 2- iz"kksre yky 3- lsB jke 4- deyk nsoh 5- ikou nsoh iqf=;ka o 6- Mqeuh nsoh 
fgjnq jke iq= nlksanh] vadq'k dqekj iq= o  7- Jherh liuk nsoh] 8- Jherh f'kokuh nsoh iqf=;ka o 9- 
Jherh lqeuk nsoh fo/kok ns'k jkt iq= ghjnq] 10- Jherh dkS'kY;k nsoh iq=h n'kksanh iq= eksgu] 11- dqynhi 
dqekj iq= o 12- Jherh lqHkk nsoh 13- Jherh flefjrk nsoh 14- Jherh bUnq okyk iqf=;ka Jherh HkksVk nsoh 
iq=h n'kksanh] 15- nqxkZ jke iq= gfj;k iq= rfi;k ladsr jkt iq= o 16- Jherh lhek nsoh] 17- Jherh ohuk 
nsoh] 18- Jherh jhuk nsoh] 19- Jherh lquhrk nsoh] 20- Jherh jhrk nsoh iqf=;ka o 21- Jherh rkjks nsoh 
fo/kok nyhi flag iq= gfj;k] 22- Lo:i dqekj] 23- t; dj.k] 24- thr dqekj] 25- eku flag] 26- lat; 
dqekj iq= o 27- Jherh Lo.kZ nsoh iq=hu] 28- Jherh dyk'kksa nsoh fo/kok xksj[k iq= rfi;k] 29- iw.kZ pan] 
30- j.kthr flag] 31- enu yky] 32- t; pan] 33- Hkjr flag iq=  34- Jherh lykspuk] 35- Jherh 
fueZyk nsoh] 36- Jherh dkark nsoh iqf=;ka o 37- Jherh izseh nsoh fo/kok [kkstw jke iq= tqxr] 38- lqfjanj 
dqekj iq= o 39- Jherh lhrk nsoh fo/kok tks/kk jke iq= tqxr] 40- lqfjUnj dqekj iq= Bkdqj flag iq= 
dkyw jke] 41- lquhy dqekj iq= iw.kZ pan iq= ek/kks jke] 42- Jherh T;ksfr tj;ky iRuh Hkjr flag iq= 
[kkstw jke] 43- cynso Fkkik iq= Jherh jRukoyh iRuh gjuke fuoklh;ku eksgky czsg] ekStk o rglhy 
/keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k] fg0iz0A 
 
 
fo"k;-&& rdlhe Hkwfe [kkrk ua0 3] [krkSuh ua0 6 o 7] [kljk fdÙkk 6] jdck rknknh 0&17&57 gS0] 

okD;k egky czsg] ekStk o rglhy /keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k] fg0iz0A 
 
 
 izkFkZuk&i= izkFkhZ uonhi Mhaxjk iq= fryd jkt] fuoklh xq#}kjk jksM+ dksrokyh cktkj] rglhy 
/keZ'kkyk through power of attorney holder of Jh izdk'k pan iq= i`Foh flag iq= ewy] fuoklh egky ozsg] 
ekStk o rglhy /keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k] fg0 iz0 }kjk izkFkZuk&i= rdlhe ckjs xqtkjk gS] ftlesa mijksDr 
izfroknhx.k dks leu lk/kkj.k rjhds ls rkehy u gks ik jgs gSa] blfy, mijksDr izfroknhx.k dks bl 
eq'=h equknh ds }kjk lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd ;fn fdlh Hkh i{k dks mijksDr of.kZr Hkwfe dh rdlhe ckjs 
dksbZ Hkh mtj ;k ,rjkt gks rks og fnukad 19&06&2025 dks v/kksgLrk{kjh ds U;k;ky; esa izkr% 11-00 cts 
mifLFkr gksdj is'k dj ldrk gS] vU;Fkk gkftj u vkus dh lwjr esa mijksDr izfroknhx.k ds f[kykQ 
,drjQk dk;Zokgh vey esa ykbZ tk,xhA mlds mijkUr dksbZ Hkh mtj@,rjkt u lquk tk,xkA 
 
 
 vkt fnukad -------------------- dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh gqvkA 
 
 
eksgjA     gLrk{kfjr@& 

lgk;d lekgrkZ izFke Js.kh ,oa rglhynkj] 
rglhy /keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0iz0½A 

 
&&&&&&&& 



 

 

2705jkti=] fgekpy izns'k] 13 twu] 2025@23 T;s"B] 1947         
c vnkyr lgk;d lekgrkZ izFke Js.kh ,oa rglhynkj] /keZ'kkyk]  

ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0iz0½ 
 

     fdLe eqdíek% rdlhe  
 
 uonhi Mhaxjk iq= Jh fryd jkt] fuoklh xq#}kjk jksM+ dksrokyh cktkj] rglhy /keZ'kkyk 
through power of attorney holder of Jh izdk'k pan iq= i`Foh flag iq= ewy] fuoklh egky cszg] ekStk o 
rglhy /keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k] fg0 iz0A 

cuke 
 
 1- dqynhi dqekj iq= o 2- Jherh nslks± iq=h Jherh lR;k nsoh iq=h eksrh] 3- enu yky] 4- vt; 
dqekj iq=ku vfu#) dqekj iq= eksrh] 5- fcgkjh yky iq= o  6- Jherh gYyksa nsoh] 7- Jherh xk;=h nsoh] 
8- Jherh ek;k nsoh iqf=;ka o 9- Jherh oSlksa nsoh fo/kok eksrh iq= ckadk] 10 jlhyk jke] 11- f'ko n'kZu] 
12- /kuq jke iq=ku t; fd'ku iq= lqf[k;k] 13- izrki pUn] 14- nhukukFk] 15- xjhc nkl iq=ku o  
16- Jherh Qaxksa nsoh] 17- Jherh eaxyk nsoh] 18- Jherh js[kk nsoh iqf=;ka nso Lo:i iq= lqf[k;k]  
19- duZy gjh'k pUn iq= bZ'oj nkl iq= nhokuk] 20- vkse izdk'k] 21- yfyr dqekj iq=ku Nfo yky iq= 
lkou ey] 22- Jherh liuk nsoh iq=h o 23- Jherh jrks nsoh fo/kok I;kjs yky iq= lkou] 24- Jherh 
deyk nsoh fo/kok ca'kh yky lkou] 25- jru pUn] 26- mre pUn iq=ku o 27- Jherh fceyk nsoh]  
28- Jherh fueZyk nsoh] 29- Jherh laxjunq nsoh] 30- Jherh ohuk nsoh] 31- Jherh vuhrk nsoh] 32- Jherh 
dkS'kY;k nsoh fo/kok fd'ku nr iq= izHkq] 33- Jherh vatq dqekjh] 34- dqekjh jtuh iqf=;ka o 35- Jherh 
vk'kk nsoh fo/kok osn izdk'k  iq= fd'ku nr] fuoklh;ku eksgky czsg] ekStk o rglhy /keZ'kkyk] ftyk 
dkaxM+k] fg0iz0A 
 
fo"k;-&&rdlhe Hkwfe [kkrk ua0 38] [krkSuh ua0 124 rk 128] [kljk fdÙkk 20] jdck rknknh 0&24&93 

gS0] okD;k egky czsg] ekStk o rglhy /keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k] fg0iz0A 
 
 izkFkZuk&i= izkFkhZ uonhi Mhaxjk iq= fryd jkt] fuoklh xq#}kjk jksM+ dksrokyh cktkj] rglhy 
/keZ'kkyk through power of attorney holder of Jh izdk'k pan iq= i`Foh flag iq= ewy] fuoklh egky ozsg] 
ekStk o rglhy /keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k] fg0 iz0 }kjk izkFkZuk&i= rdlhe ckjs xqtkjk gS] ftlesa mijksDr 
izfroknhx.k dks leu lk/kkj.k rjhds ls rkehy u gks ik jgs gSa] blfy, mijksDr izfroknhx.k dks bl 
eq'=h equknh ds }kjk lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd ;fn fdlh Hkh i{k dks mijksDr of.kZr Hkwfe dh rdlhe ckjs 
dksbZ Hkh mtj ;k ,rjkt gks rks og fnukad 19&06&2025 dks v/kksgLrk{kjh ds U;k;ky; esa izkr% 11-00 cts 
mifLFkr gksdj is'k dj ldrk gS] vU;Fkk gkftj u vkus dh lwjr esa mijksDr izfroknhx.k ds f[kykQ 
,drjQk dk;Zokgh vey esa ykbZ tk,xhA mlds mijkUr dksbZ Hkh mtj@,rjkt u lquk tk,xkA 
 
 vkt fnukad 19&05&2025 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh gqvkA 
 
eksgjA     gLrk{kfjr@& 

lgk;d lekgrkZ izFke Js.kh ,oa rglhynkj] 
rglhy /keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0iz0½A 

&&&&&&&& 
c vnkyr lgk;d lekgrkZ izFke Js.kh ,oa rglhynkj] /keZ'kkyk]  

ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0iz0½ 
 

     fdLe eqdíek% rdlhe  
 
 uonhi Mhaxjk iq= Jh fryd jkt] fuoklh xq#}kjk jksM+ dksrokyh cktkj] rglhy /keZ'kkyk 
through power of attorney holder of Jh izdk'k pan iq= i`Foh flag iq= ewy] fuoklh egky cszg] ekStk o 
rglhy /keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k] fg0 iz0A 



 2706        jkti=] fgekpy izns'k] 13 twu] 2025@23 T;s"B] 1947         
cuke 

 
 1- yky pan] 2- foØe flag] 30 mÙke pan iq= Hkkr] 4- vt;] 5- panq yky iq= o 6- vk'kk nsoh 
fo/kok jftUnj dqekj] 7-vkfnR; iq=] 8- lksukyh iq=h o 9- Jherh eatq fo/kok latho dqekj] 10- Jherh 
pjtw nsoh iq=h pquh yky] 11- fd'kksjh yky] 12- tksfxanj flag iq= o 13- Jherh cksgrw] 14- Nsyks iq=h 
csyh] 15- nhukS iq= ejouh] 16- 'kEeh dqekj] 17- luuh dqekj iq= o 18- fueZyk nsoh fo/kok lalkj pan] 19- 
vksadkj pan miuke djrkj pan iq= vk'kk nsoh] 20- Jherh gYyksa nsoh fo/kok #fy;k] 21- ftMh iq= gYyksa 
o 22- Nsyks] 23- laxzkUnq] 24- lR;k] 25- dkark iqf=;ka e[kksyh] 26- i`fFk;k] 27- Mqe.kq] 28- gkM+w iq= o 29- 
lhrk nsoh] 30- tquuksa nsoh iqf=;ka Qsadk] 31- jfo dqekj] 32- vfuy dqekj iq= txnh'k] 33- eukst dqekj] 
34- jkds'k dqekj iq= o 35- dqekjh ljksd iq=h o 36- lqns'k dqekjh fo/kok dsgj flag] 37- ek/kks jke iq= 
uFkq jke] 38- tjuSy flag iq= 39- Jherh vpZuk nsoh] 40- jpuk iqf=;ka o 41- diwjksa nsoh fo/kok jks'ku 
yky] 42- vaf'kdk iq=h o 43- yfyrk nsoh fo/kok vksadkj flag] 44- nsoh iz'kkn] 45- tSiky iq= jko.k] 46- 
izdk'k pan iq= o 47- pEik nsoh miuke lqadq nsoh fo/kok cq'ksjh] 48- lqjs'k dqekj miuke Ntw jke iq= 
izdk'k pan] 49- lq'khy dqekj] 50- iIiw iq= o 51- lqy{k.kk nsoh iq=h o 52- la/;k nsoh fo/kok Hkkxh jke] 
53- jkgqy iq= o 54- dqekjh fj;k iq=h o 55- lhek nsoh fo/kok vfu#) flag] 56- deyk izdk'k 57- fdLlks 
jke iq= o 58- ugyrk iq=h /;kuk] 59- cysrw] 60- n;kyksa iqf=;ka yksth] 61- gkMq] 62- vkReh iq= o 63- 
uhyek iq=h o 64- diwjksa nsoh fo/kok Hkhe lSu] 65- nhukukFk] 66- ukjk;.k flag] 67- gjuke flag iq= o 68- 
dyk'kks nsoh] 69- frezks nsoh] 70- lLrksa nsoh iqf=;ka o 71- /kuksa nsoh fo/kok vnkyrh] 72- jkt dqekj iq= 
O;kl nso] fuoklh egky czsg] ekStk o rglhy /keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k] fg0iz0A 
 
fo"k;-&&rdlhe Hkwfe [kkrk ua0 16] [krkSuh ua0 69 rk 77] [kljk fdÙkk 27] jdck rknknh 0&15&12 gS0] 

okD;k egky czsg] ekStk o rglhy /keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k] fg0iz0A 
 
 izkFkZuk&i= uonhi Mhaxjk iq= Jh fryd jkt] fuoklh xq#}kjk jksM+ dksrokyh cktkj] rglhy 
/keZ'kkyk through power of attorney holder of Jh izdk'k pan iq= i`Foh flag iq= ewy] fuoklh egky ozsg] 
ekStk o rglhy /keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k] fg0 iz0 }kjk izkFkZuk&i= rdlhe ckjs xqtkjk gS] ftlesa mijksDr 
izfroknhx.k dks leu lk/kkj.k rjhdks ls rkehy u gks ik jgs gSaA blfy, mijksDr izfroknhx.k dks bl 
eq'=h equknh ds }kjk lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd ;fn fdlh Hkh i{k dks mijksDr of.kZr Hkwfe dh rdlhe ckjs 
dksbZ Hkh mtj ;k ,rjkt gks rks og fnukad 19&06&2025 dks v/kksgLrk{kjh ds U;k;ky; esa izkr% 11-00 cts 
mifLFkr gksdj is'k dj ldrk gS] vU;Fkk gkftj u vkus dh lwjr esa mijksDr izfroknhx.k ds f[kykQ 
,drjQk dk;Zokgh vey esa ykbZ tk,xhA mlds mijkUr dksbZ Hkh mtj@,rjkt u lquk tk,xkA 
 
 vkt fnukad ----------------- dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh gqvkA 
 
eksgjA     gLrk{kfjr@& 

lgk;d lekgrkZ izFke Js.kh ,oa rglhynkj] 
rglhy /keZ'kkyk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0iz0½A 

 
&&&&&&&& 

 
c vnkyr Jh jeu Bkdqj] dk;Zdkjh n.Mkf/kdkjh cStukFk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0iz0½ 

 
 vkse izdk'k iq= Jh y[kk jke] fuoklh xkao o Mkd?kj mLrsgM] rglhy cStukFk] ftyk dkaxM+k 
¼fg0iz0½A 

 
   

cuke 
 

vke turk  



 

 

2707jkti=] fgekpy izns'k] 13 twu] 2025@23 T;s"B] 1947         
izkFkZuk&i= tsj /kkjk 13¼3½ tUe ,oa e`R;q iathdj.k vf/kfu;e] 1969-  
 

vkse izdk'k iq= Jh y[kk jke] fuoklh xkao o Mkd?kj mLrsgM] rglhy cStukFk] ftyk dkaxM+k 
¼fg0iz0½ us bl vnkyr esa izkFkZuk&i= xqtkjk gS fd mldk tUe fnuakd 20&12&1964 dks xkao o Mkd?kj 
mLrsgM esa gqvk Fkk ijUrq bl ckjs iapk;r ds fjdkMZ esa iathdj.k ugha djok;k tk ldkA vr% vc 
iathdj.k ds vkns'k fn;s tk;saA  

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

mijksDr tUe@e`R;q ds iathdj.k ckjs esa dksbZ mtj@,rjkt gks rks og fnukad 19&06&2025 dks lqcg  
10-00 cts vlkyru ;k odkyru gkftj vkdj is'k dj ldrk gSA vU;Fkk mijksDr tUe ds iathdj.k 
ckjs vkns'k ikfjr dj fn;s tk;saxsA mlds mijkUr fdlh Hkh izdkj dk dksbZ Hkh mtj@,rjkt u lquk 
tk;sxkA 
  
 vkt fnukad 09&05&2025 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh gqvkA 
 
eksgjA    gLrk{kfjr@& 
    dk;Zdkjh n.Mkf/kdkjh] 

cSStukFk] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0iz0½A 
 

&&&&&&&&& 
 

c vnkyr uk;c rglhynkj ,oa dk;Zdkjh n.Mkf/kdkjh lnoka] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0iz0½ 
 
    rkjh[k nk;j % 18&10&2024 rkjh[k QSlyk % 22&11&2024 
 
 lq"kek nsoh iq=h Jh Bkdqj flag] fuoklh egky usjk] ekStk lqY;kyh] mi&rglhy lnoka] ftyk 
dkaxM+k ¼fg0iz0½   
  

cuke 
 
 vke turk  - - izfroknhA 
 
izkFkZuk&i= ckcr tUe iathdj.k vUrxZr /kkjk 13¼3½ fg0 iz0 jftLVsª'ku ,DV 1969 xzke iapk;r 

yksgkjiqjkA 
 
 izkfFkZ;k Jherh lq"kek nsoh iq=h Jh Bkdqj flag] fuoklh egky usjk] ekStk lqY;kyh] mi&rglhy 
lnoka] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0iz0½ us ,d izkFkZuk&i= fn;k gS fd mldk tUe fnukad 05&04&1963 dks egky 
usjk] ekStk lqY;kyh esa gqvk Fkk] ftldk iathdj.k fdUgha dkj.kksa ls u gks ik;k FkkA izkfFkZ;k ds vkosnu ds 
leFkZu esa vuqiyC/krk izek.k&i= o eq[; fpfdRlk vf/kdkjh dkaxM+k fLFkr /keZ'kkyk o 'kiFk&i= izkfFkZ;k 
o vU; okf'kanxku nsg lkFk layXu gSaA 
 
 izfroknh vke turk dks ctfj;k uksfVl eq'=h@equknh egky usjk] ekStk lqY;kyh o b'rgkj 
v[kckj nSfud tkxj.k izkfFkZ;k ds vkosnu ckjs lwfpr fd;k x;k Fkk o ,rjkt vkefU=r fd, x, Fks] 
ijUrq dksbZ Hkh ,rjkt is'k ugha gqvkA blds vfrfjDr Jh f'konso flag iq= Jh odhy flag] fuoklh egky 
[kq[ksM] lqjthr flag iq= ;ksxjkt flag o ;ksxjkt] fuoklh egky [kq[ksM us bl dk;kZy; esa gkftj vkdj 
vius fyf[kr C;ku esa izkfFkZ;k dh tUe frfFk 05&04&1963 lgh gksus dh iqf"V dh gSA 
 
  fely ds lkFk layXu reke nLrkostksa 'kiFk&i= izkfFkZ;k o okf'kanxku nsg] vuqiyC/krk 
izek.k&i=] O;kukr xokgku dk voyksdu djus ij izkfFkZ;k dk vkosnu cjk;s fn, tkus vkns'k foyfEcr 
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tUe iathdj.k lgh ik;k tkrk gS vr% lfpo xzke iapk;r yksgkjiqjk dks vkns'k fn;k tkrk gS fd izkfFkZ;k 
dh tUe frfFk 05&04&1963 dk iathdj.k /kkjk 13¼3½ fg0iz0 jftLVsª'ku ,DV 1969 ds vUrxZr vius 
iapk;r fjdkWMZ esa ntZ djsaA ,d izfr iapk;r lfpo yksgkjiqjk dks cjk;s vey nzken Hksth tkdj fely 
rjrhc o rdehy gksdj tkcrk gksdj nkf[ky n¶rj dh tk;sA 
 
eksgjA      gLrk{kfjr@& 

uk;c rglhynkj ,oa dk;Zdkjh n.Mkf/kdkjh] 
 lnoka] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0iz0½A 

 
&&&&&&&& 

 
Before  the Marriage Officer-cum-Sub Divisional Officer,  

Tehsil Dheera, District Kangra (H.P.) 
 
In Ref. : 
 

Munish Kumar & Pallavi Rani 
 

Versus 
 

General Public 
 

Application  for Registration of marriage under section 16 of the Special Marriage Act, 1954. 
 
 An application under section 16 of the Special Marriage Act, 1954 has been received by the 
undersigned from Munish Kumar s/o Sh. Puran Chand, resident of Village Malan Dhar, P.O. 
Bachhwai, Tehsil Thural, Distt. Kangra (H.P.) Pincode-176 107 and Pallavi Rani d/o Sh. Rajesh 
Kumar, resident of Vill. Rit, P.O. Rit, Teh. Jaisinghpur, Distt. Kangra (H.P.) Pincode 176 086. If 
there is any objection on this marriage, the objection in person or through counsel be submitted to 
this office on or before 02-07-2025 otherwise same will be registered. 
 
 
  
Seal.    Sd/- 

 

 Marriage Officer–cum-Sub-Divisional Officer, 
Dheera, District Kangra (H.P.). 

 
_________ 

 
Before  the Marriage Officer-cum-Sub Divisional Officer,  

Tehsil Dheera, District Kangra (H.P.) 
 
In Ref. : 
 

Vinay Kumar & Simran Kumari 
 

Versus 
 

General Public 
 

Application  for Registration of marriage under section 16 of the Special Marriage Act, 1954. 
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 An application under section 16 of the Special Marriage Act, 1954 has been received by the 
undersigned from Vinay Kumar s/o Sh. Subhash Chand, resident of Village Dugahan, P.O. 
Paniali,Tehsil Dheera, Distt. Kangra (H.P.) and Simran Kumari d/o Sh. Sanjay Ram, resident of 
Place Madhuban, Dhamauli, Ramnath, Muzaffarpur, Bihar, Pincode-843 108. If there is any 
objection on this marriage, the objection in person or through counsel be submitted to this office on 
or before 02-07-2025, otherwise same will be registered. 
 
 
  
Seal.    Sd/- 

 

 Marriage Officer–cum-Sub-Divisional Officer, 
Dheera, District Kangra (H.P.). 

 
_________ 

 
 
 
 

c vnkyr uk;c rglhynkj ,oa dk;Zdkjh n.Mkf/kdkjh] rglhy ikyeiqj]  
ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½ 

 
eqdíek ua0 % 36@,u0Vh0/2025  rkjh[k is'kh % 24&06&2025 
  
 Jherh veuk chch iq=h Lo0 Jh yrhQ eqgEen] fuoklh eqgky nhud] Mkd?kj duSM] rglhy 
lqUnjuxj] ftyk e.Mh] fg0 iz0A 

 
cuke 

 
vke turk 

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

iathdj.k gsrqA 
 
uksfVl cuke vke turkA 
 
 
 Jherh veuk chch iq=h Lo0 Jh yrhQ eqgEen] fuoklh eqgky nhud] Mkd?kj duSM] rglhy 
lqUnjuxj] ftyk e.Mh] fg0 iz0 us izkFkZuk&i= izLrqr dj O;Dr fd;k gS fd mldk tUe fnukad 
10&07&1951 dks xkao nhud] Mkd?kj duSM] rglhy lqUnjuxj] ftyk e.Mh esa gqvk gS fdUrq fdlh 
dkj.ko'k tUe dk iathdj.k xzke iapk;r egknso ds vfHkys[k esa u gks ldkA blfy, tUe frfFk dk 
iathdj.k djus ds vkns'k fn;s tk,aA 
 
 
 ;g izdj.k lquokbZ gsrq fnukad 24&06&2025 dks eqdke lqUnjuxj esa fuf'pr gSA vr% loZlk/kkj.k 
dks bl b'rgkj@eq'=h equknh }kjk lwfpr fd;k tkrk fd;k tkrk fd ;fn fdlh O;fDr ;k i{k dks bl 
tUe iathdj.k ckjs dksbZ vkifÙk ;k ,rjkt gks rks og fnukad 24&06&2025 dks bl vnkyr esa vlkyru 
;k odkyru vkdj viuh vkifÙk ntZ djok ldrk gSA xSj&gkftjh dh lwjr esa ,drjQk dk;Zokgh vey 
esa ykbZ tk;sxh rFkk izkfFkZ;k dk tUe iathdj.k tUe ,oa e`R;q iathdj.k vf/kfu;e] 1969 dh /kkjk 13¼3½ 
ds vUrxZr xzke iapk;r egknso ds vfHkys[k esa ntZ djus ds vkns'k iznku dj fn;s tk,axsA 
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 vkt  fnukad 15&05&2025 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr ls tkjh gqvkA 
 
  

eksgjA     gLrk{kfjr@& 
uk;c rglhynkj ,oa dk;Zdkjh n.Mkf/kdkjh] 
rglhy ikyeiqj] ftyk dkaxM+k ¼fg0 iz0½A 

  

&&&&&&&&&& 
 

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

 
fely ua0 % 04  rkjh[k ejtqvk % 05&02&2025 rkjh[k is'kh % 20&06&2025  

 
 Jh eqgEen bfEr;kt miuke frr: iq= nhrw] xkao o Mkd?kj cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk 
e.Mh ¼fg0iz0½  - - izkFkhZA   
      

cuke 
    
 1- Jh 'kqØnhu iq= nhrw] xkao o Mkd?kj cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh] fg0iz0]  
2- Jh eke gqlSu iq= nhrw] xkao o Mkd?kj cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh] fg0iz0] 3- Jh jQhd 
mQZ eqgEen jQhd iq= dk'o] xkao o Mkd?kj cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh] 4- :d'kkuk iq=h 
dk'o] xkao o Mkd?kj cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh] fg0iz0] 5- Jherh gktjk fo/kok dk'o] xkao 
o Mkd?kj cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh] fg0iz0] 6- Jh c'khj [kku iq= uokc mQZ uokcw] xkao o 
Mkd?kj cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh] fg0iz0] 7- Jh eke gqlSu iq= uokc iq= uwjlSu] xkao o 
Mkd?kj cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh] fg0iz0] 8- Jh fy;kdr vyh iq= uokc iq= uwjlSu] xkao 
o Mkd?kj cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh] fg0iz0] 9- Jh 'kkSdr vyh iq= ukoc iq= uwjlSu] xkao 
o Mkd?kj cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh] fg0iz0] 10- Jherh 'kjhQk iq=h uokc iq= uwjlSu] xkao 
o Mkd?kj cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh] fg0iz0] 11- Jherh NSyks iq=h uokc iq= uwjlSu xkao o 
Mkd?kj cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh] fg0iz0] 12- Jherh csxh fo/kok uokc] xkao o Mkd?kj 
cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh] fg0iz0] 13- Jh eqgEen Qjgkt iq= 'kQh eqgEen iq= uokc] xkao 
o Mkd?kj cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh] fg0iz0] 14- Jh eqgEen Qjgku iq= 'kQh eqgEen iq= 
uokc] xkao o Mkd?kj cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh] fg0iz0] 15- Jherh 'kdhuk fo/kok 'kQh 
eqgEen iq= uokc] xkao o Mkd?kj cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh] fg0iz0] 16- Jherh csxh ekrk 
'kQh eqgEen] xkao o Mkd?kj cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh] fg0iz0] 17- Jh 'kqØnhu iq= uwjlSu] 
xkao o Mkd?kj cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh] fg0iz0 - -izfroknhx.kA 
 
 izkFkZuk&i= tsj /kkjk 123 ckcr fg0iz0] Hkw&jktLo vf/kfu;e] 1954 rdlhe [kkrk@[krkSuh 124] 
155 rk 163] fdÙkk 17- jdck rknknh 22&06&15] ch?kk eqgky cFksjh@514] ftyk e.Mh fg0iz0A  
 
 mijksDr eqdíek muoku okyk esa Jh eqgEen bfEr;kt miuke frr: iq= nhrw] xkao o Mkd?kj 
cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0iz0½ bl U;k;ky; esa rdlhe tsj/kkjk 123 ckcr Hkw&jktLo 
vf/kfu;e ds vUrxZr nkok nk;j fd;k gSA  
 
 
 mijksDr ekeys esa izfroknh ua0 3] 4 o 10] 11 dks leu ryc fd;k x;k Fkk ysfdu izfroknhx.k 
dks leu dh rkehy u gks ikbZA leu of.kZr fjiksVZ ls izrhr gksrk gS fd izfroknh ua0 3] 4  o 10] 11 dks 
lk/kkj.k rjhds ls ryc djuk lEHko u gS vr% bl lekpkj i= ds ek/;e ls izfroknh ua0 3] 4 o 10] 11 
dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd bl eqdíek ckjs dksbZ mtj@,rjkt gks rks og fnukad 20&06&2025 dks 
vlkyru ;k odkyru izkr% 10-00 cts U;k;ky; esa gkftj gksdj viuk i{k fyf[kr ;k ekSf[kd is'k dj 
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ldrs gSaA fu/kkZfjr vof/k ds i'pkr~ fdlh vkifÙk ij fopkj ugha fd;k tk;sxk vkSj ,drjQk dk;Zokgh 
vey esa ykbZ tk,xhA 
   
 ;g b'rgkj vkt fnukad 05&06&2025 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj U;k;ky; }kjk tkjh fd;k x;kA 
 
eksgjA   gLrk{kfjr@& 

lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh] 
dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0 iz0½A 

 
&&&&&&&&&&&  

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

fely ua0 % 05  rkjh[k ejtqvk % 05&02&2025 rkjh[k is'kh % 20&06&2025  
 

 Jh eqgEen bfEr;kt miuke frr: iq= nhrw] xkao o Mkd?kj cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk 
e.Mh ¼fg0iz0½  - - izkFkhZA   
      

cuke 
    
 1- Jh 'kqØnhu iq= uwjlSu] xkao o Mkd?kj cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh] fg0iz0]  
2- Jh eke gqlSu iq= uokc] xkao o Mkd?kj cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh] fg0iz0] 3- Jh 
fy'kdr vyh iq= uokc] xkao o Mkd?kj cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh] 4- 'kkSdr vyh iq= 
uokc] xkao o Mkd?kj cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh] fg0iz0] 5- Jherh 'kjhQk iq=h uokc] xkao 
o Mkd?kj cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh] fg0iz0] 6- Jherh NSyks iq=h uokc] xkao o Mkd?kj 
cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh] fg0iz0] 7- Jherh csxh fo/kok uokc] xkao o Mkd?kj cFksjh] 
mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh] fg0iz0] 8- Jh eqgEen Qjgkt iq= 'kQh eqgEen iq= uokc] xkao o 
Mkd?kj cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh] fg0iz0] 9- Jh eqgEen Qjgku iq= 'kQh eqgEen iq= 
uokc] xkao o Mkd?kj cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh] fg0iz0] 10- Jherh 'kdhuk fo/kok 'kQh 
eqgEen iq= uokc] xkao o Mkd?kj cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh] fg0iz0] 11- 'kqØnhu iq= nhrw 
xkao o Mkd?kj cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh] fg0iz0] 12- Jh eke gqlSu iq= nhrw] xkao o 
Mkd?kj cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh] fg0iz0] 13- Jh c'khj [kku iq= uokc mQZ uokcw] xkao o 
Mkd?kj cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh] fg0iz0] 14- Jh jQhd mQZ eqgEen jQhd iq= dk'o] xkao 
o Mkd?kj cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh] fg0iz0] 15- :d'kkuk iq=h dk'o] xkao o Mkd?kj 
cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh] fg0iz0] 16- Jherh gktjk fo/kok dk'o xkao o Mkd?kj cFksjh] 
mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh] fg0iz0] 17- Jh peu yky iq= rst jke] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk 
e.Mh] fg0iz0  - -izfroknhx.kA 
 
 izkFkZuk&i= tsj /kkjk 123 ckcr fg0iz0] Hkw&jktLo vf/kfu;e] 1954 rdlhe [kkrk@[krkSuh 
122@153] feu [kljk ua0 51] jdck 02&08&11] ch?kk eqgky cFksjh@514] ftyk e.Mh fg0iz0A  
 
 mijksDr eqdíek muoku okyk esa Jh eqgEen bfEr;kt miuke frr: iq= nhrw] xkao o Mkd?kj 
cFksjh] mi&rglhy dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0iz0½ bl U;k;ky; esa rdlhe tsj/kkjk 123 ckcr Hkw&jktLo 
vf/kfu;e ds vUrxZr nkok nk;j fd;k gSA  
 
 mijksDr ekeys esa izfroknh ua0 5] 6 o 14] 15 dks leu ryc fd;k x;k Fkk ysfdu izfroknhx.k 
dks leu dh rkehy u gks ikbZA leu of.kZr fjiksVZ ls izrhr gksrk gS fd izfroknh ua0 5] 6 o 14] 15 dks 
lk/kkj.k rjhds ls ryc djuk lEHko u gS vr% bl lekpkj i= ds ek/;e ls izfroknh ua0  5] 6 o 14] 
15 dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd bl eqdíek ckjs dksbZ mtj@,rjkt gks rks og fnukad 20&06&2025 dks 
vlkyru ;k odkyru izkr% 10-00 cts U;k;ky; esa gkftj gksdj viuk i{k fyf[kr ;k ekSf[kd is'k dj 
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ldrs gSaA fu/kkZfjr vof/k ds i'pkr~ fdlh vkifÙk ij fopkj ugha fd;k tk;sxk vkSj ,drjQk dk;Zokgh 
vey esa ykbZ tk,xhA 
   
 ;g b'rgkj vkt fnukad 05&06&2025 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj U;k;ky; }kjk tkjh fd;k x;kA 
 
eksgjA   gLrk{kfjr@& 

lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh] 
dVkSyk] ftyk e.Mh ¼fg0 iz0½A 

 
&&&&&&&&&&&  

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

 

In the matter of : 

 
  1.  Sh. Shivam Rana s/o Sh. Manohar Lal Rana, Village Kathwari, P.O. Bir, Tehsil Sadar, 

District Mandi (H.P.) 

 
  2.  Smt. Neetasha Thakur d/o Sh. Devender Kumar, r/o H. No. 344/3, Village Rasmain, P.O. 

Chatrokhari, Tehsil Sundernagar, District Mandi (H.P.) . . Applicants. 

 
Versus 

 
General Public 

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

1954. 
 

  Sh. Shivam Rana s/o Sh. Manohar Lal Rana, Village Kathwari, P.O. Bir, Tehsil Sadar, 
District Mandi (H.P.) and Smt. Neetasha Thakur d/o Sh. Devender Kumar, r/o H. No. 344/3, 
Village Rasmain, P.O. Chatrokhari, Tehsil Sundernagar, District Mandi (H.P.) (Sh. Shivam Rana 
s/o Sh. Manohar Lal Rana, Village Kathwari, P.O. bir, Tehsil Sadar, District Mandi (H.P.) have 
filed an application alongwith affidavits in the  court of undersigned under section 15 of Special 
Marriage Act, 1954  that they have solemnized their marriage on  30-04-2021 according to Hindu  
rites and customs at Hotel Lake View, Control Gate Sundernagar, District Mandi (H.P.) and they 
are living together as husband and wife since then. Hence, their marriage may be registered under 
Special Marriage Act, 1954. 

 
 Therefore, the general public is hereby informed through this notice that any person who 
has any objection regarding this marriage, can file the objection personally or in writing before this 
court on or before 14-06-2025, after that no objection will be entertained and marriage will be 
registered. 

 
 Issued today on 15th day of May, 2025 under my hand and seal of the court. 
 
 
Seal.    Sd/- 

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

District Mandi (H. P.) 
 

In the matter of : 

 
  1.  Sh. Dinesh Kumar s/o Sh. Pawan Kumar, Village Parprahal, P.O. Sadyana, Tehsil Sadar, 

District Mandi (H.P.) 

 
  2.  Smt. Suman Lama d/o Sh. Mayala Lama, V.P.O. Jari, Tehsil Bhunter, District Kullu 

(H.P.)   . . Applicants. 

 
Versus 

 
General Public 

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

1954. 
 

  Sh. Dinesh Kumar s/o Sh. Pawan Kumar, Village Parprahal, P.O. Sadyana, Tehsil Sadar, 
District Mandi (H.P.) and Smt. Suman Lama d/o Sh. Mayala Lama, V.P.O. Jari, Tehsil Bhunter, 
District Kullu (H.P.) Sh. Dinesh Kumar s/o Sh. Pawan Kumar, Village Parprahal, P.O. Sadyana, 
Tehsil Sadar, District Mandi (H.P.) have filed an application alongwith affidavits in the  court of 
undersigned under section 15 of Special Marriage Act, 1954 that they have solemnized their 
marriage on 15-03-2025 according to Hindu  rites and customs at Tarna Mata Temple Mandi, 
District Mandi (H.P.) and they are living together as husband and wife since then. Hence, their 
marriage may be registered under Special Marriage Act, 1954. 

 
 Therefore, the general public is hereby informed through this notice that any person who 
has any objection regarding this marriage, can file the objection personally or in writing before this 
court on or before 15-06-2025, after that no objection will be entertained and marriage will be 
registered. 

 
 Issued today on 16th day of May, 2025 under my hand and seal of the court. 
 
Seal.    Sd/- 

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

 

 
 ________ 

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

ftyk fdUukSj] fgekpy izns'k 
   
 dks'kY;k nsoh iRuh iw.kZ] xkao iwux] Mkd?kj Vkijh] mi&rglhy Vkijh] ftyk fdUukSj ¼fg0iz0½ 
     - - izkfFkZ;kA 
 

cuke 
 

 vke turk   - - Qjhdnks;eA 
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 izkFkZuk&i= tsjs /kkjk 13¼3½ tUe ,oa eR̀;q iathdj.k vf/kfu;e] 1969 ds vUrxZr xzke iapk;r iwux 
esa tUe iathdj.k djus ckjsA 
 
 vkosfndk dks'kY;k nsoh iRuh iw.kZ] xkao iwux] Mkd?kj Vkijh] mi&rglhy Vkijh] ftyk fdUukSj 
¼fg0iz0½ dk ,d izkFkZuk&i= rglhynkj fupkj fLFkr Hkkokuxj ds ek/;e ckcr xzke iapk;r iwux ds tUe 
jftLVj esa tUe ,oa e`R;q iathdj.k vf/kfu;e] 1969 dh /kkjk 13¼3½ ds rgr vius iq= 'kks;Z usxh dh tUe 
frfFk ntZ djus ckjs xqtkjk gSA vkosfndk ds iq= 'kks;Z usxh dk tUe 18&09&2009 dks gqvk gS ysfdu xzke 
iapk;r iwux ds tUe ,oa e`R;q jftLVj esa iathdj.k djokuk NwV x;k gSA vkosfndk us fuosnu fd;k gS 
fd vius iq= dh tUe frfFk 18&09&2009 dks xzke iapk;r iwux 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 
vkosfndk ds  iq= 'kks;Z usxh dk tUe iathdj.k djus ckjk dksbZ mtj o ,rjkt gks rks og fnukad 
19&06&2025 dks izkr% 10-00 cts rd vlkyru ;k odkyru gkftj gksdj viuk mtj ,oa ,rjkt 
fyf[kr :i esa is'k djsa vU;Fkk vkosfndk ds iq= 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 18&05&2025 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 bUnz flag dk;Zdkjh n.Mkf/kdkjh] mi&rglhy Vkijh]  

ftyk fdUukSj] fgekpy izns'k 
   
 lquhrk nsoh iRuh bZ'oj Hkxr] xkao o Mkd?kj fjCck] 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 
 
 vkosfndk lquhrk nsoh iRuh bZ'oj Hkxr] xkao o Mkd?kj fjCck] rglhy ewjax] ftyk fdUukSj 
¼fg0iz0½ dk ,d izkFkZuk&i= rglhynkj fupkj fLFkr Hkkokuxj ds ek/;e ls 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 viuh tUe frfFk ntZ 
djus ckjs xqtkjk gSA vkosfndk dk tUe 01&07&1978 dks gqvk gS ysfdu xzke iapk;r jkeuh ds tUe ,oa 
e`R;q jftLVj esa iathdj.k djokuk NwV x;k gSA vkosfndk us fuosnu fd;k gS fd mldh tUe frfFk 
01&07&1978 dks xzke iapk;r jkeuh ds vfHkys[k 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 
vkosfndk ds tUe iathdj.k djus ckjk dksbZ mtj o ,rjkt gks rks og fnukad 19&06&2025 dks izkr%  
10-00 cts rd vlkyru ;k odkyru gkftj gksdj viuk mtj ,oa ,rjkt fyf[kr :i esa is'k djsa 
vU;Fkk vkosfndk 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  
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 vkt fnukad 19&05&2025 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 

 
 

&&&&&&&& 
le{k Jh jkes'k dqekj] lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh] rglhy pM+xkao]  

ftyk f'keyk ¼fg0 iz0½ 
    

eqdíek la0% 46&IX/23 rkjh[k et#vk % 20&10&2023 rkjh[k is'kh % 16&06&2025 
 
 1- t; yky iq= LoxhZ; Jh fujew] fuoklh xkao pxuksV] Mkd?kj pMksVh] rglhy pM+xkao] ftyk 
f'keyk] fg0iz0A 
 

cuke 
 
 1- Jh fujew iq= Lo0 gjlq[k] fuoklh xkao pxuksV] Mkd?kj dkaFkyh] rglhy pM+xkao] ftyk 

f'keyk] fg0iz0 vkfnA 
 
 eqdíek cjk;s fg0iz0 Hkw&jktLo vf/kfu;e] dh /kkjk 123 ds rgr Hkwfe [kkrk [krkSuh ua0 112@329] 
fdÙkk 20] jdck rknknh 01&36&26 gS0] ekStk pMksVhA 
 
 loZlk/kkj.k dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd Jh t; yky iq= LoxhZ; Jh fujew] fuoklh pMksVh] 
rglhy pM+xkao] us bl vnkyr esa cjk;s gqdeu rdlhe eqdíek cjk;s fg0 iz0 Hkw&jktLo vf/kfu;e] dh 
/kkjk 123 ds rgr vkcfVr Hkwfe [kkrk [krkSuh ua0 112@329] fdÙkk 20] jdck rknknh 01&36&26 gS0] 
ekStk pMksVh gsrw fely erZc dh gS] ftlesa bl vnkyr }kjk fu;ekuqlkj Hkwfe dh rdlhe dh dk;Zokgh 
dh tk jgh gS] mDr fely esa izfroknh ua0 3 (II), Jherh xqMMh nsoh iq=h Lo0 ilew o izfroknh ua0 3 
(II), lqHknzk nsoh iq=h Lo0 Jherh ilew] fuoklh dqejkjk] rglhy pM+xkao] ftyk f'keyk] fg0iz0 dks irk 
Li"V u gksus ds dkj.k lk/kkj.k rjhds ls leu dh rkehy ugha dh tk ldhA 
 
  vr% bl b'rgkj ds ek/;e ls mijksDr izfroknhx.k dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd vki fefr 
16&06&2025 mDr fely dh iSjoh gsrq vlkyru ;k odkyru vnkyr gtk esa vkdj viuk i{k j[k 
ldrs gSa] vU;Fkk vkids f[kykQ ,drjQk dk;Zokgh vey esa ykbZ tkdj fely esa fu;ekuqlkj Hkwfe dh 
rdlhe dj nh tkosxhA 
 
 vkt fefr 16&05&2025 dks gekjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr lfgr tkjh gqvkA 
 
eksgjA    gLrk{kfjr@& 

lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; Js.kh] 
 pM+xkao] ftyk f'keyk ¼fg0 iz0½A 

&&&&&&&& 

 
c vnkyr mi&e.My n.Mkf/kdkjh] MksMjk Dokj] ftyk f'keyk ¼fg0 iz0½s 

 
  Jh ckadk jke iq= Jh yky nkl] fuoklh xkao MksMjk] rglhy MksMjk Dokj] ftyk f'keyk]  
fgekpy izns'kA 

cuke 
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vke turk 

 
nj[okLr cjk, tUe frfFk dh nq#Lrh iapk;r fjdkMZ esa fd, tkus ckjsA  

 
 Jh ckadk jke iq= Jh yky nkl] fuoklh xkao MksMjk] rglhy MksMjk Dokj] ftyk f'keyk] fgekpy 
izns'k us v/kksgLrk{kjh ds U;k;ky; esa ,d nj[okLr is'k dh gS ftlesa vkxzg fd;k gS fd mudh tUe 
frfFk iapk;r fjdkMZ esa 1966 ntZ gS tks fd xyr gS tcfd Ldwy fjdkWMZ esa 10&04&1967 ntZ gS tksfd 
lgh gSA vr% nq#Lrh vkns'k tkjh fd;s tk,aA 
  
 vr% vke turk dks bl b'rgkj }kjk lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd ;fn fdlh Hkh O;fDr dks bl ckjk 
dksbZ vkifÙk@,rjkt gks rks og rkjh[k is'kh 19&06&2025 dks izkr% 10 cts ;k blls iwoZ vlkyru o 
odkyru gkftj gksdj is'k dj ldrk gSA ;fn fuf'pr rkjh[k is'kh dks fdlh Hkh O;fDr ls dksbZ ,rjkt 
bl U;k;ky; esa izkIr ugha gksrk gS rks tUe frfFk dh nq#Lrh gsrq xzke iapk;r MksMjk] rglhy MksMjk Dokj 
dks ,drjQk vkns'k ikfjr dj fn, tk;saxsA 
 
 vkt fnukad 20&05&2025 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj lfgr vnkyr }kjk tkjh fd;k x;kA 
 
eksgjA    gLrk{kfjr@& 

mi&e.My n.Mkf/kdkjh] 
MksMjk Dokj] ftyk f'keyk] fg0 iz0A 

&&&&&&&&&& 
 

In the Court of Sh. Manjeet Sharma, HPAS, Marriage Officer-cum- Sub-Divisional 
Magistrate, Shimla Rural, District Shimla, Himachal Pradesh 

 
 1.  Sh. Shashi Kuma Sharma s/o Sh. Chura Mani Sharma, r/o House No. 27-B, Main 
Road, Sector-1, New Shimla, Tehsil and District Shimla, Himachal Pradesh. 
 
 2.  Smt. Kiran Sharma d/o Sh. Surender Kumar Sharma, r/o 165/12, Ram Nagar 
(Mangwain) District Mandi, Himachal Pradesh at present w/o Sh. Shashi Kuma Sharma s/o Sh. 
Chura Mani Sharma, r/o House No. 27-B, Main Road, Sector-1, New Shimla, Tehsil and District 
Shimla, Himachal Pradesh. 
    

Versus 
 

General Public 

 
 Registration of marriage under section 15 of the Special Marriage Act, 1954 
 
 
 Sh. Shashi Kuma Sharma s/o Sh. Chura Mani Sharma, r/o House No. 27-B, Main Road, 
Sector-1, New Shimla, Tehsil and District Shimla, Himachal Pradesh and Smt. Kiran Sharma d/o 
Sh. Surender Kumar Sharma, r/o 165/12, Ram Nagar (Mangwain) District Mandi, Himachal 
Pradesh at present w/o Sh. Shashi Kuma Sharma s/o Sh. Chura Mani Sharma, r/o House No. 27-B, 
Main Road, Sector-1, New Shimla, Tehsil and District Shimla, Himachal Pradesh have filed an 
application alongwith affidavits in the Court of the undersigned stating therein that they have 
soleminized  their marriage on 21-11-1981 and living together as husband and wife since then, but 
the marriage has not been found entered in the records of Registrar of Marriages of Gram 
Panchayat  concerned/Municipal Corporation Shimla and marriage be registered under the Special 
Marriage Act, 1954. 
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 Therefore, objections are hereby invited from the General Public through this notice, that if 
anyone has any objection regarding the registration of this marriage, they can file their objections 
personally or in writing before the court of undersigned on or before 19-06-2025. After that no 
objection shall be entertained and marriage will be registered accordingly. 
 
   Issued under my hand and seal of the court today on 20th May, 2025. 
 
Seal.      Sd/- 

(MANJEET SHARMA, HPAS), 
Marriage Officer-cum- 

Sub-Divisional Magistrate, 
Shimla (Rural). 

___________ 
 
 

c vnkyr Jh izse flag] dk;Zdkjh n.Mkf/kdkjh] ljkgu] ftyk f'keyk] 
 fgekpy izns'k 

 
ua0 eqdíek % 69@2025 rkjh[k nk;j % 22&05&2025 vxyh lquokbZ % 20&06&2025 
 
 Jherh yhyk nsoh iq=h xkUVw] gkykckn iRuh Jh /kuh jke] xkao c/kky] Mkd?kj T;wjh] mi&rglhy 
ljkgu] ftyk f'keyk] fgekpy izns'kA  - - okfn;kA 
 

cuke 
 

 vke turk  - - izfroknhA 
 

fo"k;-&&izkFkZuk&i= ckcr xzke iapk;r fdUuw esa tUe frfFk iathdj.k ckjsA 
 
 Jherh yhyk nsoh iq=h xkUVw] gkykckn iRuh Jh /kuh jke] xkao c/kky] Mkd?kj T;wjh] mi&rglhy 
ljkgu] ftyk f'keyk] fgekpy izns'k us bl dk;kZy; esa viuh tUe frfFk dk iathdj.k xzke iapk;r 
fdUuw es ntZ djokus ckjs vkosnu i= o C;ku gYQh fn;k gSA izkfFkZ;k us vkosnu fd;k fd mldh tUe 
frfFk dk iathdj.k iapk;r vfHkys[k fdUuw esa ntZ u gks ldk gSA izkfFkZ;k dh tUe frfFk fuEu gS %&&  
 

Øe 
la[;k 

izkfFkZ;k dk uke rkjh[k tUe 

1- Jherh yhyk nsoh iq=h xkUVw 17&04&1974 
 
 vr% vke turk dks bl b'rgkj }kjk lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd xzke iapk;r vfHkys[k esa izkfFkZ;k 
dh tUe frfFk ds iathdj.k ckjs fdlh Hkh O;fDr dk fdlh Hkh izdkj dk mtj o ,rjkt gks rks og 
fnukad 20&06&2025 dks izkr% 11-00 cts vlkyru ;k odkyru gkftj vnkyr vkdj viuk mtj o 
,rjkt is'k dj ldrk gS vU;Fkk ,drjQk dk;Zokgh vey esa ykbZ tkosxhA  
 
 vkt fnukad 30&05&2025 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr ls tkjh fd;k x;kA 
 
eksgjA        gLrk{kfjr@& 

¼izse flag½]  
dk;Zdkjh n.Mkf/kdkjh]  

ljkgu] ftyk f'keyk ¼fg0iz0½A 
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In the Court of Shri Manjeet Sharma, Sub-Divisional Magistrate, Shimla (R),  

District Shimla (H. P.) 
 

 Sh. Ravinder Kumar s/o Lt. Sh. Hira Singh, r/o Village Kot, P.O. Sayri, Sub-Tehsil 
Mamligh,  District Solan,  Himachal Pradesh. 
 

Versus 
 

 

 General Public . . Respondent. 
  
 Whereas Sh. Ravinder Kumar s/o Lt. Sh. Hira Singh, r/o Village Kot, P.O. Sayri, Sub-
Tehsil Mamligh,  District Solan,  Himachal Pradesh has filed an application alongwith affidavit in 
the court of undersigned under section 13(3) of the Birth & Death Registration Act, 1969 to enter 
the date of death of his Mother named—Late Smt. Satyavati w/o Lt. Sh. Hira Singh as 13-05-1982 
in the record of Secy.-cum-Registrar Birth and Death, Gram Panchayat Rampur Keonthal, Tehsil  
& District Shimla (H.P.).  
 

 
Sl. 
No. 

Name of the family member Relation Date of Death 

1. Late Smt. Satyavati Mother 13-05-1982 

 
 Hence, this proclamation is issued to the general public if they have any objection/claim 
regarding date of death of above named in the record of Gram Panchayat Rampur Keonthal, Tehsil  
& District Shimla (H.P.), may file their claims/objections on or before one month of publication of 
this notice in Govt. Gazette in this court, failing which necessary orders will be passed.    
 
 Issued today on 28-05-2025 under my signature and seal of the court. 
 

Seal.    Sd/- 
Sub-Divisional Magistrate, 

Shimla (R), District Shimla (H.P.).  
 

___________ 
 
 

In the Court of Shri Manjeet Sharma, Sub-Divisional Magistrate, Shimla (R),  
District Shimla (H. P.) 

 

 Sh. Ravinder Kumar s/o Lt. Sh. Hira Singh, r/o Village Kot, P.O. Sayri, Sub-Tehsil 
Mamligh,  District Solan,  Himachal Pradesh. 
 

Versus 
 

 

 General Public . . Respondent. 
  

 
 Whereas Sh. Ravinder Kumar s/o Lt. Sh. Hira Singh, r/o Village Kot, P.O. Sayri, Sub-
Tehsil Mamligh,  District Solan,  Himachal Pradesh has filed an application alongwith affidavit in 
the court of undersigned under section 13(3) of the Birth & Death Registration Act, 1969 to enter 
the date of death of his Father named—Late Sh. Hira Singh s/o Sh. Thakur Dass as 09-06-1986 in 
the record of Secy.-cum-Registrar Birth and Death, Gram Panchayat Rampur Keonthal, Tehsil  & 
District Shimla (H.P.).  
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Sl. 
No. 

Name of the family member Relation Date of Death 

1. Late Sh. Hira Singh Father 09-06-1986 

 
 Hence, this proclamation is issued to the general public if they have any objection/claim 
regarding date of death of above named in the record of Gram Panchayat Rampur Keonthal, Tehsil  
& District Shimla (H.P.), may file their claims/objections on or before one month of publication of 
this notice in Govt. Gazette in this court, failing which necessary orders will be passed.    
 
 Issued today on 28-05-2025 under my signature and seal of the court. 
 

Seal.    Sd/- 
Sub-Divisional Magistrate, 

Shimla (R), District Shimla (H.P.).  
 

___________ 
 

CHANGE OF NAME 
 

 I, Nrit Raj s/o Sh. Fateh Chand, r/o Village Dider, P.O. Khalwhan, Sub-Tehsil Thachi, 
Tehsil Balichowki, District Mandi (H.P.) declare that my minor daughter's name is wrongly 
recorded in Aadhar Card No. 6148 2480 3776 as Dayawanti. Now I have changed my minor 
darghter's name from Dayawanti to Divya Verma in Aadhar & other record. Concerned note. 
 

NRIT RAJ  
s/o Sh. Fateh Chand, 

 r/o Village Dider, P.O. Khalwhan, 
 Sub-Tehsil Thachi, Tehsil Balichowki, District Mandi (H.P.). 

 

  ____________ 
 

CHANGE OF NAME 
 

 I, Mohar Singh s/o Sh. Suraj Mani, r/o Village Pipsu, P.O. Balu, Tehsil Aut, District  Mandi 
(H.P.)-175121 age 43 years have changed the name of  my minor son namely Sumit age 16 years 
and he shall hereafter be known as Dakaur. All concerned note it. 
 

MOHAR SINGH  
s/o Sh. Suraj Mani,  

r/o Village Pipsu, P.O. Balu,  
Tehsil Aut, District  Mandi (H.P.). 

  ____________ 
 

CHANGE OF NAME 
 

 I, Dalip Kumar s/o Sh. Balbir Singh, r/o Village Sarsyalu, P.O. Gurkotha, Tehsil Balh, 
District  Mandi (H.P.) declare that name of my minor son is recorded as Sorya in his Aadhar Card 
No. 8050 6601 7855, his real and actual name is Shourya. All concerned please note.  
 

DALIP KUMAR 
 s/o Sh. Balbir Singh,  

r/o Village Sarsyalu, P.O. Gurkotha, 
 Tehsil Balh, District  Mandi (H.P.). 
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   CHANGE OF NAME 
 

 I, Sheela w/o Sh. Narayan Singh, r/o Village Kalharan, P.O. Ghanagughat, Tehsil Arki, 
District  Solan (H.P.) declare that I have changed my name from Sheela to Sila Kumari. All 
concerned please note. 
 

SHEELA 
 w/o Sh. Narayan Singh, 

 r/o Village Kalharan, P.O. Ghanagughat, 
 Tehsil Arki, District  Solan (H.P.). 

   ____________ 
  
 

CHANGE OF NAME 
 

 I, Roshani Devi w/o Sh. Roop Lal, r/o Village Khata, P.O. Darlaghat, Tehsil Arki, District  
Solan (H.P.) declare that I have changed my name from Roshani Devi to Roshni Devi. All 
concerned please note. 
 

ROSHANI DEVI  
w/o Sh. Roop Lal,  

r/o Village Khata, P.O. Darlaghat, 
 Tehsil Arki, District  Solan (H.P.). 

   ____________ 
  
 
 

CHANGE OF NAME 
 

 I, Heema Devi w/o Sh. Puran Chand, r/o Village Budam, P.O. Darlaghat, Tehsil Arki, 
District  Solan (H.P.) declare that I have changed my name from Heema Devi to Hema Devi. All 
concerned please note. 

 
HEEMA DEVI  

w/o Sh. Puran Chand, 
 r/o Village Budam, P.O. Darlaghat,  

Tehsil Arki, District  Solan (H.P.). 
   ____________ 

 
 
 

CHANGE OF NAME 
 

 I, Pushap Lata Chauhan w/o Sh. Rajender Singh Chauhan, r/o Chauhan Niwas, Devnagar 
Kasumpti, Shimla (H.P.)-171009  declare that I have changed my name from Lata Chauhan        
(Old Name) to Pushap Lata Chauhan (New Name). All concerned please note. 

 
PUSHAP  LATA CHAUHAN  

w/o Sh. Rajender Singh Chauhan, 
 r/o Chauhan Niwas, Devnagar Kasumpti, Shimla (H.P.). 
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  CHANGE OF NAME 
 

 I, Manbir Patial s/o Sh. Jasmer Singh, r/o Village Tappa, P.O. Pahra, Sub-Tehsil Bhawarna, 
Tehsil Palampur, District Kangra (H.P.) declare that I have changed my minor son's name from 
Adit to Aditya Patial. All concerned please note. 

 
MANBIR PATIAL 

 s/o Sh. Jasmer Singh,  
r/o Village Tappa, P.O. Pahra,  

Sub-Tehsil Bhawarna,  
Tehsil Palampur, District Kangra (H.P.). 

____________ 
 
 

CHANGE OF NAME 
 

 I, Reeta Devi w/o Mohd. Anis, r/o Stylo Boutique, Depot Bazar Dharamshala, District 
Kangra (H.P.) have changed my name from Reeta Devi to Muskan Anjum. Please note. 

 
REETA DEVI 

 w/o Mohd. Anis, 
 r/o Stylo Boutique, 

 Depot Bazar Dharamshala, District Kangra (H.P.) 
 

__________ 
 
 

CHANGE OF NAME 
 

 I, Kumari Soni d/o Sh. Hira Lal, r/o Near Petrol Pump Khera,Village Khera, Tehsil 
Nalagarh, District Solan (H.P.) declare that my name is Kumari Soni as per school record but 
erroneously recorded in Aadhar Card as Sony. Now I want to change my name Kumari Soni in 
place of Sony in my Aadhar Card 
 

KUMARI SONI 
 d/o Sh. Hira Lal, 

 r/o Near Petrol Pump Khera,Village Khera, 
 Tehsil Nalagarh, District Solan (H.P.). 

 ____________ 
 
 

CORRECTION OF NAME 
 

 I, Anjana w/o Sh. Dharam Pal, r/o Village Salkhari, P.O. Ratnari, Tehsil Kotkhai, District 
Shimla (H.P.)-171225 declare that in my Aadhar Card my name is wrongly entered as Anju which 
is reqired to be corrected as Anjana. Please correct this. 
 

ANJANA  
w/o Sh. Dharam Pal,  

r/o Village Salkhari, P.O. Ratnari,  
Tehsil Kotkhai, District Shimla (H.P.). 
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CHANGE OF NAME 
 

 I, Manider Kaur w/o Sh. Pyar Singh, r/o Village Dhararsani, P.O. Rishikesh, Tehsil 
Jhandutta, District Bilaspur (H.P.) declare that my name is wrongly entered as Mansa Devi in my 
Aadhar Card No. 8985 9927 3042 instead of correct name Manider Kaur. All concerned please 
note. 
 

MANIDER KAUR  
w/o Sh. Pyar Singh,  

r/o Village Dhararsani, P.O. Rishikesh, 
 Tehsil Jhandutta, District Bilaspur (H.P.). 

 ____________ 
  

CHANGE OF NAME 
 

 I, Ajay Kumar s/o Sh. Mohan Sawrup Sharma, r/o at V.P.O. Dhaulakuan, Sub-Tehsil Majra, 
District Sirmaur (H.P.) have changed my name from Ajay Kumar to Ajay Sharma. 
 

AJAY  KUMAR 
 s/o Sh. Mohan Sawrup Sharma, 

 r/o at V.P.O. Dhaulakuan,  
Sub-Tehsil Majra, District Sirmaur (H.P.). 

 ____________ 
 
 
 

CHANGE OF NAME 
 

 I, Suman Devi w/o Sh. Ranvir Singh, r/o V.P.O. Nagnaoli, Tehsil & District Una (H.P.) 
declare that I have changed my son's name from Vansh Thakur to Vivan Thakur. All concerned 
note. 
 

SUMAN DEVI  
w/o Sh. Ranvir Singh,  

r/o V.P.O. Nagnaoli, Tehsil & District Una (H.P.). 
 

  ____________ 
  
 

CORRECTION OF NAME 
 

 I, Gurbaksh Kaur w/o Sh. Ashok Kumar, r/o House No. 97, Ward No. 1, V.P.O. 
Santokhgarh, Tehsil & District Una (H.P.) declare that I want to correct my name as Gurbaksh 
Kaur instead of Baksho in my Aadhar Card and Ration Card. Please  note. 
 

GURBAKSH  KAUR  
w/o Sh. Ashok Kumar,  

r/o House No. 97, Ward No. 1, 
V.P.O. Santokhgarh, Tehsil & District Una (H.P.). 

   ____________ 
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CORRECTION OF NAME 
 

 I, Sunita Devi w/o Sh. Sunil Kumar, r/o V.P.O. Panoh, Tehsil & District Una (H.P.) declare 
that I want to correct my son's name as Nikhil Kaundal instead of Nikhal Kumar in Aadhar Card 
and all documents. 
 

SUNITA DEVI  
w/o Sh. Sunil Kumar,  

r/o V.P.O. Panoh, Tehsil & District Una (H.P.). 
 

    ____________ 
 

CHANGE OF NAME 
 

 I, Sudi Devi w/o Late Sh. Sarwan Singh, r/o Village Dalwana, Brahmana, P.O. Kuthera, 
Tehsil & District Hamirpur (H.P.) declare that I have changed my name from Suhari Devi to Sudi 
Devi for all purposes in future. Please note. 
 

SUDI DEVI  
w/o Late Sh. Sarwan Singh, 

 r/o Village Dalwana, Brahmana, 
 P.O. Kuthera, Tehsil & District Hamirpur (H.P.). 

 
    ____________ 

 
CHANGE OF NAME 

 
 I, Surender Kumar s/o Sh. Beli Ram, r/o V.P.O. Chabutra, Tehsil Sujanpur, District 
Hamirpur (H.P.) declare that I have changed my minor son's name from Ansh Dhiman to Ansh 
Kumar for all purposes in future. Please note. 
 

SURENDER KUMAR 
 s/o Sh. Beli Ram, 

 r/o V.P.O. Chabutra,  
Tehsil Sujanpur, District Hamirpur (H.P.). 

 

    ____________ 
 

CHANGE OF NAME 
 

 I, Sunny  s/o Late Sh. Krishan Dev, r/o Ward No. 4,V.P.O. Gindpur Maloun, Tehsil Amb, 
District Una (H.P.) Pin-177110 declare that I have changed my name from Pawan Kumar to Sunny. 
All concerned please note. 

 
SUNNY  

 s/o Late Sh. Krishan Dev,  
r/o Ward No. 4,V.P.O. Gindpur Maloun,  

Tehsil Amb, District Una (H.P.). 
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