
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 

jkti=] fgekpy izns'k 

fgekpy izns'k jkT; 'kklu }kjk izdkf'kr 
cq/kokj] 08 vizSy] 2026@18 pS=] 1948 

 
 

fgekpy izns'k ljdkj 

 
LABOUR EMPLOYMENT & OVERSEAS PLACEMENT DEPARTMENT 

 
NOTIFICATION 

 
Shimla-171 002, the 09th March, 2026 

 
 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 
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of the following cases announced by the Presiding Judge, Labour Court-cum-Industrial 
Tribunal, Shimla, H.P. on the website of the Printing & Stationery Department, Himachal Pradesh 
i.e. “e-Gazette”:- 
 
Sl. 
No. 

Case No. Petitioner Respondent Date of Award/ 
 Orders 

1. Ref. 25/2020 Bhaga Ram  FM M/s Venky’s  India Ltd. 25-02-2026 

2. Ref. 20/2025 Triloki Ram Dr. Y.S. Parmar University, Nauni 25-02-2026 

3. Ref. 21/2025 Tej Pal  Dr. Y.S. Parmar University, Nauni 25-02-2026 

4. Ref. 22/2025 Vinod Kumar Dr. Y.S. Parmar University, Nauni 25-02-2026 
5. Ref. 23/2025 Anil Kumar Dr. Y.S. Parmar University, Nauni 25-02-2026 
6. Ref. 24/2025 Jag Pal Dr. Y.S. Parmar University, Nauni 25-02-2026 

 
 By order,  

 
                                                                                            PRIYANKA BASU INGTY, IAS 

                        Secretary (Lab. Emp. & O.P.). 
__________________ 

 
IN THE COURT OF ANUJA SOOD, PRESIDING JUDGE  

HP INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, SHIMLA 
     

Reference No.   :    25 of 2020 
 

Instituted on      :    22-02-2020  
 

Decided on        :    25-02-2026   
  

Bhaga Ram, s/o Sh. Hakam Singh, Village Bassowal Sultani, P.O. Baruna, Tehsil Nalagarh, 
District Solan, H.P.  ..Petitioner.   
 

VERSUS 
 
1. The Factory Manager, M/s Venky’s India Ltd., Village Pater Bhanku, P.O. Panjehra, Tehsil 
Nalagarh, District Solan, H.P.  
 
2. The General Manager, M/s Venky’s India Ltd., Zonal Office, Plot No. E-256, Industrial Area  
Phase-VIII B, Sector 74, SAS Nagar, Mohali, (Punjab).       ..Respondents.  
 

Reference under Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
 

For the petitioner       : Shri H.S Rana, Advocate  
 

For the respondents    : Shri Hardeep Verma, Advocate    
 

AWARD 
 
  The following reference was received for adjudication from the appropriate Government: 
   

“Whether action of the Factory Manager, M/s Venky’s India Ltd. Village Pater 
Bhanku, P.O. Panjehra, Tehsil Nalagarh, District Solan, H.P. & the General Manager, 
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M/s Venky’s India Ltd., Zonal Office, Plot No. E-256, Industrial Area, Phase-VIII B, 
Sector 74, SAS Nagar, Mohali, (Punjab) to retire Sh. Bhaga Ram, S/o Sh. Hakam 
Singh, Village Bassowal Sultani, P.O. Baruna, Tehsil Nalagarh, District Solan, H.P. 
from service w.e.f. 31.05.2019 on attaining the age of 58 years as per their office 
record; whereas Sh. Bhaga Ram claims that his date of birth is 01.07.1970, is proper 
and justified? If not, what relief including re-instatement, amount of back wages, 
seniority, past service benefits and compensation the above aggrieved workman is 
entitled to from the above management?”   
    
2.  The case of the petitioner as it emerges from the statement of claim is that the 

petitioner was appointed as hatchery worker and his services were confirmed by the respondent 
w.e.f. 01-08-1996 on the monthly salary of  `15,000/-. Petitioner’s date of birth is 01-07-1970 as 
recorded in Panchyat record as well as in the Aadhar card, whereas at the time of engagement of 
the petitioner, the respondent wrongly mentioned his date of birth as 29-05-1960 in the identity 
card issued by the respondent. Petitioner is uneducated person and as per Panchyat record, he was 
to attain the age of 58 years on 01.07.2028 whereas the respondent illegally stopped petitioner from 
working w.e.f. 31-05-2018. The services of the petitioner were thus terminated on 31-05-2018 on 
the ground that the petitioner has attained the age of 58 years. Petitioner had supplied the certificate 
of the Panchyat record to the respondent company but they did not pay any heed to it. Petitioner 
thereafter raised demand notice for wrongful retrenchment. It has been prayed through this claim 
that the respondent be directed to allow the petitioner to work as hatchery worker till he attains the 
age of 58 years from 01.07.1970 as per panchayat record. Apart from this the petitioner also prayed 
for back-wages, seniority and incidental service benefits as well as costs.     

       
3.  Notice of this claim was sent to the respondent in pursuance thereof the respondent 

filed reply in which respondent took preliminary objection of locus standi. It was claimed that as 
per documents submitted by the petitioner at the time of his appointment, his date of birth was 
recorded as 29.05.1960 and this date of birth was also mentioned in EPF, Group Gratuity Trust, 
EDLI and Group Mediclaim Policy. It was claimed that the respondent has not terminated the 
services of the petitioner rather the petitioner has retired after attaining the age of superannuation of 
58 years on 31.05.2018. It is further claimed that the respondent had issued the intimation letter on 
02.05.2018 with regard to his retirement on 31.05.2018 and thereafter the petitioner arranged the 
false/fake birth certificate. On merits, it was not denied that the petitioner was engaged as hatchery 
worker, but it was disputed that he was drawing salary of   `15,000/- per month and claimed that he 
was drawing gross wages of Rs. 7,871/- per month. It was reiterated that at the time of engagement 
of the petitioner his date of birth was shown as 29.05.1960 and the respondent had submitted the 
same date of birth in all the concerned departments including EPF. The document of Panchayat 
register submitted by the petitioner is of 21.08.2018, whereas he got retired in the month of May, 
2018. It is averred that the Aadhar card which the petitioner submitted as annexure P-2, shows his 
date of birth as 01.07.1970 whereas in the Aadhar card submitted by the petitioner to the 
respondent after retirement shows the date of birth of the petitioner as 01.01.1966. Thus, the 
petitioner is continuously making & arranging false, fake and fabricated documents. It was denied 
that the mandatory provisions of the Act have been violated by the respondent. It was also denied 
that the respondent is liable to pay any compensation or back wages to the petitioner and prayed for 
the dismissal of the claim.                                    
 

4.  No rejoinder was filed. Though it is mentioned in order dated 05.08.2022 that 
rejoinder was filed but the same was not on record of the case. Learned counsel(s) for the parties 
have made separate statements during the course of the arguments that no rejoinder in this case was 
filed by the petitioner.    
 

5.  On the pleadings, this Court formulated the following issues on 05-08-2022   
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1. Whether action of the respondent to retire the petitioner from services w.e.f.           

31-05-2019 on attaining the age of 58 years, as per their office record, is improper 
and unjustified as alleged, if so its effects thereto?    ..OPP. 

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

as alleged?                               ..OPR. 
 
3. Relief:      
 
6.  Thereafter, the parties to the lis were directed to adduce evidence in support of the 

issues so framed.   
 

7.  I have heard the Ld. Counsel for the parties and have also gone through the record 
with care.   
 

8.  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:  :  Yes      
  

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

  
REASONS FOR FINDINGS 

 
ISSUES NO. 1 & 2. 
 

9.  Being interlinked and correlated both these issues are taken up together for 
discussion and decision. The onus to prove issue no.1 is on the petitioner whereas the onus to prove 
issue no.2 is on the respondent.  
 

10.  In support of his claim, the petitioner stepped into the witness box as PW-1 and 
tendered in evidence his affidavit Ex. PW-1/A, which is just a reproduction of the averments as 
made in the claim. He also tendered in evidence Id Proof of Shivalik Hechries Ex. PW-1/B 
(wrongly mentioned as Ex. RW-1/B), ID proof Ex. PW-1/C, demand notice Mark PX-1, Nakal 
Pariwar Register Mark PX-2 and Aadhar card Mark PX-3.      
 

11.  During cross-examination, he denied that he had disclosed his date of birth to be 
29.05.1960 at the time of his appointment. He further denied his date of birth i.e. 29.05.1960 was 
reflected in the records of EPF/ESI, Group Gratuity Trust, EDLI etc. He denied that his salary was    
`7,871/- and not   `15000/- per month. He further denied that he had placed on record fake 
documents to prove his date of birth. He also denied that he had obtained false documents to file 
the present claim.  
 

12.  Shri Surjeet Singh, Secretary Gram Panchyat Kashmirpur appeared into the witness 
box as PW-2 to depose that as per record the date of birth is 01.07.1970 and placed on record 
abstract of Nakal Pariwar Register Ex. PW-2/A and computer-generated record Ex. PW-2/B.   
 

13.  During cross-examination, this witness admitted that no proof regarding the date of 
birth at the time of entry in Nakal Pariwar Register is on record. He further admitted that the entry 
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is not of his hand. He showed ignorance that the computer-generated record was entered on the 
basis of Aadhar card.   
 

14.  This is the entire evidence led by the petitioner.  
 

15.  In rebuttal, the respondent examined one Shri Narinder Singh, Authorized Signatory 
of respondent company as RW-1, who tendered in evidence affidavit Ex. Rw-1/A, which is just a 
reproduction of averments as made in the reply filed by respondent. He also tendered in evidence 
copy of resolution dated 21.06.2018 Ex. Rw-1/B, authority letter Ex. RW-1/C, copy of EPF 
statement Ex. RW-1/D, copy of monthly wage slip Ex. RW-1/E, copy of birth certificate Mark RX, 
copy of intimation/retirement letter Ex. RW-1/F, show cause notice Ex. RW-1/G, reply Ex. RW-
1/H and copy of Aadhar card Ex/ RW-1/J.   
 

16.  During cross-examination, he deposed that no document was submitted by the 
petitioner with regard to his age at the time of his joining service with respondent. Self- stated that 
at his oral submissions, his date of birth was recorded. He denied that the petitioner had disclosed 
his date of birth to be 1970 which was wrongly recorded as 1960. He further denied that as per 
Panchyat record the date of birth of petitioner is 1970, which fact was disclosed by the petitioner 
before issuance of letter Ex. RW-1/G. He deposed that no appointment letter was issued to the 
petitioner at the time of his initial appointment as he was unskilled worker. He denied that despite 
submitting all the documents pertaining to his date of birth, notice Ex. RW-1G was issued without 
considering these documents. He also denied that the petitioner has retired premature despite 
production of his date of birth record.  
 

17.  This is the entire evidence which has been led by the respondent.   
 

18.  So far as the claim of the petitioner is concerned, it is admitted fact that the 
petitioner was engaged as hatchery worker in the month of August, 1996 and his date of birth at the 
time of initial engagement was mentioned/recorded as 29.05.1960 which fact is also evident from 
documents Ex. PW-1/C and Ex. RW-1/D. It is an admitted fact that the identity card Ex. PW-1/C 
was issued to the petitioner wherein his date of birth has been recorded to be 29.05.1960. The case 
as raised by the petitioner before this Court is that his date of birth was wrongly recorded by the 
respondent company as 29.05.1960, whereas his actual date of birth is 01.07.1970 and the 
respondent has retired him premature. So far as the claim of the petitioner is concerned, it is not the 
case of the petitioner that he had no knowledge about his wrong date of birth mentioned in the 
company’s record. Rather he himself has placed on record his identity card Ex.PW1/C wherein his 
date of birth is mentioned as 29.05.1960. With Ex PW1/C it stands establish on record that he was 
having knowledge of this fact that his date of birth was recorded as 29.05.1960. Till his retirement 
vide notice Ex. RW-1/G, he never objected that his date of birth has been wrongly recorded by the 
respondent company. Aadhar card Ex. RW-1/J stated to be produced by the Petitioner before the 
respondent company establish his date of birth 1.1.1966, whereas Aadhar card ex.PX3 is showing 
his date of birth to be 1.7.1970. Petitioner has not come up with any explanation in this regard that 
how he has obtained two Aadhar Card with different date of births, which cast serious doubt on the 
claim of the petitioner. There is nothing on record to suggest that the petitioner ever brought to the 
notice of respondent company till his superannuation, that his date of birth was wrongly recorded. 
It was for the first time when intimation letter Ex. RW-1/F was issued to the petitioner by 
respondent he came up with this plea that his date of birth was wrongly recorded. The petitioner has 
placed reliance on documents Ex. PW-2/A and Ex. PW-2/B wherein the date of birth of the 
petitioner is shown to be 01.07.1970. PW-2 has stated that no proof regarding the date of birth of 
petitioner was placed at the time of making entry in Nakal Pariwar Register and the entry has not 
been made by PW-2, whereas birth certificate of the petitioner has not been brought on record in 
accordance with law. It is not established on record that on what basis the entry was made in the 
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Pariwar Register qua the date of birth of petitioner.  Moreover, identity card was also issued to the 
petitioner depicting his date of birth to be 29.05.1960. The identity card remained with the 
petitioner till he was in employment with respondent, but he never raised any objection in this 
regard before any authority that his date of birth has wrongly been mentioned in the company’s 
record. The petitioner was engaged in the year 1996 and served uptill 2018 for about twenty-two 
years. In twenty-two years, the petitioner never raised any dispute qua his date of birth nor 
informed the authorities of respondent that his date of birth was wrongly recorded.  
 

19.  The Hon’ble Supreme Court in case titled as The General Manager, M/s Barsua 
Iron Ore mines Vs. The Vice President United mines Mazdoor union and Ors., Civil Appeal No. 
4686 of 2024 Special Leave Petition (Civil) No. 5947 of 2021 has held that the petitioner cannot be 
allowed to raise the claim of his date of birth after almost a decade. The relevant portion of the 
aforesaid judgment reads as under:  

 

“18. Undoubtedly, a decision on the issue of date of birth is as important for the 
employer as it is for the employee. Reference in this regard can be made to Bharat 
Coking Coal Ltd. v Shib Kumar Dushad, (2000) 8 SCC 696. As expressed in Union of 
India v C Rama Swamy, (1997) 4 SCC 647, “… the court also ought not to grant any 
relief even if it is shown that the date of birth, as originally recorded, was incorrect 
because the candidate concerned had represented a different date of birth to be taken 
into consideration obviously with a view that would be to his advantage. …”. 
 
19.  Moreover, the principles of estoppel would come into play in the present case. 
The respondent no.3, having stated on 27.12.1972, that his date of birth was 
27.12.1948, cannot be permitted to raise the claim of his date of birth being 12.03.1955, 
that too on 14.08.1982, i.e., almost after a decade (counting from 27.12.1972 to 
14.08.1982). Even the STC was submitted after the appellant requested the respondent 
no.3 for documentary proof on 24.11.1998. 

 

20.  Although, we have examined the matter from the lens of fraud as well, in view 
of our discussions hereinabove, the said aspect does not merit deeper probe. We leave 
it at that. For the present, it would suffice to refer to a pronouncement of recent 
vintage by this Court in Karnataka Rural Infrastructure Development Limited v T P 
Nataraja, (2021) 12 SCC 27, where earlier precedents in Home Department v R 
Kirubakaran, 1994 Supp (1) SCC 155; State of Madhya Pradesh v Premlal Shrivas, 
(2011) 9 SCC 664; Life Insurance Corporation of India v R Basavaraju, (2016) 15 SCC 
781 and Bharat Coking Coal Limited v Shyam Kishore Singh, (2020) 3 SCC 411 were 
considered. Although this Court in T P Nataraja (supra) was looking at the facts 
therein, in the context of the Karnataka State Servants (Determination of Age) Act, 
1974, the principle of law laid down would equally apply insofar as change of date of 
birth in service records is concerned, with which we concur: 
 
“11. Considering the aforesaid decisions of this Court the law on change of date of 
birth can be summarised as under: 
 

(i)  application for change of date of birth can only be as per the relevant 
provisions/regulations applicable; 

 

(ii)  even if there is cogent evidence, the same cannot be claimed as a matter 
of right; 

 

(iii)  application can be rejected on the ground of delay and laches also more 
particularly when it is made at the fag-end of service and/or when the employee 
is about to retire on attaining the age of superannuation.” 
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21.  "In view of the aforesaid, this Court finds that the much-delayed disclosure of 
the date of birth as 12.03.1955 by the respondent no.3, coupled with his initial 
declaration and the admitted position that based on such initial declaration, he had 
received employment, as otherwise based on 12.03.1955, he could not have been legally 
appointed due to being under-age, there is no manner of doubt that the respondent 
no.3, irrespective of his real date of birth, for the purpose of employment under the 
appellant, cannot be allowed the purported rectification/ correction of date of birth to 
12.03.1955. He would have to, necessarily, be content with his service and benefits 
accounted taking his date of birth as 27.12.1948”. 
 
20.  In view of the discussions made hereinabove and in the light of the authority as 

discussed supra since the petitioner after serving with the respondent company for twenty-two 
years raised the issue of his date of birth after his retirement, he is estopped from filing the present 
claim and the same is also not maintainable. Accordingly, issue no.1 is answered against the 
petitioner whereas issue no.2 is answered in favour of respondent.    
 
RELIEF 
 

21. In view of my findings on issues no.1 & 2, above, the claim filed by the petitioner 
fails and is hereby dismissed by holding that the petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed. 
The reference is answered in the aforesaid terms.  
 

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

Announced in the open Court today on this 25th Day of February, 2026 
 

 Sd/- 
            (ANUJA SOOD), 

   Presiding Judge, 
Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Shimla (H.P.). 

 
____________ 

 
 

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

   
   Reference No  : 20 of 2025 
 

Instituted on     : 16-05-2025  
 

Decided on       :  25-02-2026   
 
  

Triloki Ram, s/o Late Sh. Shiv Ram, r/o V.P.O. Dhaulakuan, Tehsil Paonta Sahib, District 
Sirmaur, H.P. ..Petitioner.   

 
VERSUS 

 
1. Dr. Y.S. Parmar University of Horticulture and Forestry Nauni, Solan, H.P., through 

its registrar. 
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2. The Associate Director (R&E) Regional Horticulture Research Training Station 

(RHR & TS) Dhaulakuan, District Sirmaur, H.P.  
 
3. Orien Safety & Security Pvt. Ltd. SF-20, City Emporium Mall Plot No. 143 A, Industrial  

Area, Phase-I Chandigarh, through its Authorized Signatory.       ..Respondents.  
 

Claim petition under Section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947   
 

For the petitioner         : Sh. R.K. Khidtta, Advocate 
 
For the respondent no. 1   :  ex-parte  

 
For the respondent no. 2   :  ex-parte  

 
For the respondent no. 3   :  ex-parte 

 
AWARD 

 
   The present claim petition has been filed by the petitioner directly before this Court under 
Section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter to be referred as the Act) with the 
prayer to set aside the termination order dated 12-12-2024 of the petitioner passed by the 
respondent no. 3 w.e.f. 13-12-2024 without complying with the provisions of the Act and in 
violation of Section 33 of the I.D. Act with the further prayer that respondent be directed to 
reinstate the petitioner with all consequential service benefits including full back wages w.e.f.        
13-12-2024 and the services of the petitioner may be regularized as per the policy of the State 
Government. 
 

2.  The facts as emerges from the statement of claim are that the petitioner is 
permanent R/O V.P.O. Dhaulakuan, Tehsil Paonta Sahib. District Sirmaur, H.P. who was engaged 
as Fieldman/ worker by the respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 w.e.f. 01-02-2018 and he was 
asked to join his duty with respondent no. 2 at place Dhaulakuan where the attendance of the 
petitioner was regularly marked in inventory register/ attendance register which was maintained by 
the Associate Director at Dhaulakuan and he worked as such till 12-12-2024. The services of the 
petitioner have been shown to be engaged through contractor by the university illegally. Whereas, 
the petitioner was actually engaged by the university and he was working under the direct control 
and supervision of the university for all purposes and performed his duty as per the direction issued 
by the officials of the respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 from time to time. Respondent no. 3, 
through letter dated 12-12-2024 without complying with the mandatory provisions of the Act and 
without any authority terminated the services of the petitioner w.e.f. 13-12-2024. Respondent no. 3 
was not having any power to terminate the services of the petitioner, as petitioner was engaged by 
the respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2. The services of the petitioner shown through the 
different contractor namely Rainbow, Sona Enterprises and lastly shown through respondent no. 3 
is totally illegal as the university has no license to engage the worker through contractor nor the so 
called contractors have any license as per the Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act, 
1970 to deploy the contract labour with the university. The contract of the fieldman/ Worker/ 
Beldar/Class-IV/ Helper and Field Assistant given to the respondent no. 3 by the respondent no. 1 
is totally illegal as the petitioner and other workers were engaged by the respondent no. 1 and 
respondent no. 2 shown through the contractor deem to be employed of respondent no. 1 and 
respondent no. 2 as the contract executed between the university and so called contractor namely 
Rainbow Enterprises, Sona Enterprises and lastly with the respondent no. 3 is not valid in the eyes 
of the law. The agreement if any executed between the university and so called contractor is shame, 
nominal and merely a camouflage as day to day work, administrative control and supervision over 
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the petitioner was exercised by the respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2. The services of the 
petitioner have been terminated by the respondent no. 3 at the instance of respondent no. 1 and 
respondent no. 2 without following the mandatory provisions of the Act. Petitioner filed the writ 
petition for regularization before the Hon'ble High Court of HP and the case was registered as CWP 
No. 10297/2024. After receiving the notice in the writ petition, university as well as the company 
instead of filing the reply became vindictive and dismissed/ terminated and services of the 
petitioner vide termination letter dated 12.12.2024 whereas the services of junior persons of the 
petitioner namely Zafer Ali, Balbir, Sunil, Baldev, Tarseem and Aruna Devi are still working and 
new persons have been engaged by the respondent in utter violation of "last come first go" 
Petitioner has already completed 240 days in each calendar year. There is also no compliance of 
Section 9-A, 25-F, 25-G. 25-H and 25-N of the Act is totally illegal. It is averred that the demand 
notice was raised by the petitioner on 23.12.2024 upon which respondents were summoned by the 
conciliation officer and they also filed reply. The appropriate government failed to send the 
reference to this Court within 45 days, as such the present claim petition under Section 2-A has 
been directly filed by the petitioner before this Court. Petitioner through this claim petition has 
prayed that the impugned termination order dated 13.12.2024 passed by the respondent no. 3 be 
declared null and void and petitioner be re-instated in services w.e.f. 13.12.2024 with all service 
benefits including full back wages, continuity and seniority. Apart from this, the petitioner has also 
prayed that the action of the respondent university whereby the petitioner has been shown to be 
engaged through contractor be held illegal and the respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 be 
directed to pay all the service benefits to the petitioner including the regularization of the services 
as per the Government policy. Apart from this, petitioner has also prayed that the respondents be 
also directed to pay the damages to the tune of Rs. 10 Lakh and litigation costs of Rs. 55.000/ The 
claim petition is duly supported with an affidavit of Sh. Triloki Ram, petitioner 
 

3. Notices of this claim petition were sent to the respondents, however despite service 
in accordance with law, the respondents did not appear and were proceeded against ex-parte vide 
order dated 04.07.2025 
 

4.  Coming to evidence led by the petitioner, petitioner has stepped into the witness 
box as PW-1 and led his evidence by way of affidavit Ex. PW-1/A, which is just a reproduction of 
the averments as made in the petition. The petitioner has also tendered in evidence copy of 
termination letter Ex. PW-1/B, demand notice Ex. PW-1/C and letter issued by Labour Officer 
dated 20.03.2025 Ex. PW-1/D  
 

5.  Petitioner examined. Sh. Desh Raj, who appeared into the witness box as PW-2 to 
depose that he is running garment shop at Dhaulakaun for the last 15 years and he knows the 
petitioner who was working with Associate Director Regional Horticulture Research Training 
Station, Dhaulakaun for last more than 6 years. He further deposed that he has seen the petitioner 
working with the respondent department and no contract workers were working with the 
respondent department. 
 

6.  Petitioner also examined. Sh. Layak Ram, who appeared into the witness box as 
PW-3 and deposed that he knows the petitioner and had seen him working with the respondent 
department for last 6 years. 
 

7.  These witnesses have not been cross-examined, as the respondents have already 
proceeded against ex-parte 
 

8.  This is the entire evidence led by the petitioner. 
 

9. So far as the present claim is concerned, the petitioner has claimed that he was 
employee of respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 as he was engaged as Fieldman/Worker w.e.f. 
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01.02.2018 and he was asked to join the duty with respondent no. 2 at place Dhaulakuan where the 
attendance of the petitioner was regularly marked in inventory register/ attendance register 
maintained by the Associate Director at Dhaulakuan and he worked as such till 12.12.2024. The 
services of the petitioner have been shown to be engaged through contractor by respondent no. 1 
illegally. Whereas, he was working under the direct control and supervision of respondent no. 1 and 
respondent no. 2. It is further claimed that respondent no. 3 through letter dated 12.12.2024 without 
complying the mandatory provisions of the Act, terminated the services of the petitioner w.e.f. 
13.12.2024. The respondent no. 3 was not having any power to terminate the services of the 
petitioner, as the petitioner was engaged by respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2. 

 
10.  The petitioner has claimed that the services of the petitioner shown through 

different contractors namely Rainbow, Sona Enterprises and lastly shown through respondent no. 3, 
are totally illegal and petitioner was infact an employee of respondents no. 1 & 2 as such he shall 
be deemed to be employee of respondents no 1 & 2. The agreement if any executed between the 
university and the so called contractors is shame, nominal and merely camouflage. So far as the 
claim of the petitioner is concerned, the petitioner has not lead any evidence on record to establish 
that respondent no.1 was maintaining the record pertaining to the work of petitioner under the 
Labour Laws, Factory Act and Payment of Wages Act. There is no evidence to show that any ESI 
and EPF contribution were deducted by respondent no. 1 towards the petitioner. There is nothing 
on record to suggest that there existed relationship of employer-employee between petitioner and 
respondents no. 1 and 2 as claimed by the petitioner. The petitioner has not called for attendance 
register, his salary bills or other record of respondents no. 1 & 2 to prove that he was working 
under the direct control and supervision of respondents no. 1 & 2 and he was wrongly shown to be 
employed with respondents no. 1 & 2 through contractor i.e. respondent no. 3. 
 

11.  The Hon’ble Apex Court in case titled as Balwant Rai Saluja & Anr. Vs. Air 
India Ltd. (2014) SCC-9 407, has observed as under: 

   
“53. This Court would first refer to the relevant pronouncements by various English 
Courts in order to analyze their approach regarding employer-employee 
relationship".  

 
54. In Ready Mix Concrete (South East) Ltd v. Minister of Pensions and National 
Insurance, [1968] 2 QB 497, McKenna J. laid down three conditions for the existence 
of a contract of service. As provided at p.515 in the Ready Mix Concrete case (supra), 
the conditions are as follows: 

 
“(i) The servant agrees that, in consideration of a wage or other remuneration, 
he will provide his own work and skill in the performance of some service for 
his master; (ii) he agrees, expressly or impliedly, that in the performance of 
that service he will be subject to the other's control in a sufficient degree to 
make that other master; (iii) the other provisions of the contract are consistent 
with its being a contract of service.” 

 
55. In Ready Mix Concrete case (supra), McKenna J. further elaborated upon the 
above-quoted conditions. As regards the first, he stated that there must be wages or 
remuneration; else there is no consideration and therefore no contract of any kind. As 
regards the second condition, he stated that control would include the power of 
deciding the thing to be done, the way in which it shall be done, the means to be 
employed in doing it, the time when and the place where it shall be done. Furthermore, 
to establish a master-servant relationship, such control must be existent in a sufficient 
degree. 
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19. McKenna J. further referred to Lord Thankerton's “four indicia” of a contract of 
service said in Short v. J. and W. Henderson Ltd. (1946) 62 TLR 427. The J. and W. 
Henderson case (supra) at p.429, observes as follows: 
 

“(a) The master's power of selection of his servant; (b) the payment of wages or 
other remuneration; (c) the master's right to control the method of doing the 
work; and (d) the master's right of suspension or dismissal.” 

 
57.  A recent decision by the Queen’s Bench, in JGE v. The Trustees of Portsmouth 
Roman Catholic Diocesan Trust, [2012] EWCA Civ 938, Lord Justice Ward, while 
discussing the hallmarks of the employer-employee relationship, observed that an 
employee works under the supervision and direction of his employer, whereas an 
independent contractor is his own master bound by his contract but not by his 
employer's orders. Lord Justice Ward followed the observations made by McKenna J. 
in the Ready Mix Concrete case (supra) as mentioned above. The JGE case (supra), 
further noted that ‘control’ was an important factor in determining an employer-
employee relationship. It was held, after referring to numerous judicial decisions, that 
there was no single test to determine such a relationship. Therefore what would be 
needed to be done is to marshal various tests, which should cumulatively point either 
towards an employer-employee relationship or away from one.”  

 
12.   Apart from this, the Hon’ble Supreme Court in case titled as The Joint 

Secretary, Central Board of Secondary Education and Anr. Vs. Raj Kumar Mishra and 
others, 2025 LLR 474 has held that “for a person to claim employment under any organization, a 
direct master-servant relationship has to be established on paper”. The relevant portion of the 
judgment is reproduced as under: 

 

“6. Having considered the facts and circumstances of the case(s) and submissions of 
learned counsel for the parties, we find substance in the contentions of learned counsel 
for the appellants. The issue whether the private respondents were employees of the 
appellants, is the crux of the matter. Whatever material has been placed and even the 
best point which was argued by the learned Senior Counsel for the private 
respondents before this Court was that since there was supervisory and jurisdictional 
control over the private respondents by the appellants, ipso facto, they would become 
employees of the appellants is noted only to be rejected".  

 
7.  This is not only a very simplistic approach, but also a totally erroneous 
approach in law. For a person to claim employment under any organization, a direct 
master-servant relationship has to  be established on paper. In the present case(s), 
admittedly, the only document, which the private respondents have in their favour, is 
showing that they were posted at various places doing different nature of work. 

 
8.  This clearly in the considered opinion of the Court would not establish master-
servant relationship.  

 
9.  Had it been the case where there were other materials also in favour of the 
private respondents in both cases showing that they may have a case for being 
considered as an employee of the appellants, we may not have interfered with the 
orders impugned and would have left it to the Labour Court to once again to go into 
the matter(s) on merits. However, when the best defence of the private respondents in 
both cases, as discussed supra, has been found to be totally of no consequence to the 
private respondents in both cases, we find that the remand would be an exercise in 
futility. 
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13.  The other limb of arguments advanced by Ld. Counsel for the petitioner is that 

agreement if any executed between respondents no. 1 & 2 and respondent no. 3 is shame, nominal 
and merely a camouflage but apart from making bare averments in this regard nothing has been 
produced on record that to substantiate this plea. Moreover, the Hon’ble High Court of Himachal 
Pradesh in case titled as Manoj Kumar Vs. Sintex Industrial 2016 SCC Online HP 4276 has 
held as under:  

 
“15. An effort has been made to belie the evidence produced by the respondent while 
submitting that as per the testimony of RW-3 Lalit in his cross-examination, M/s Apex 
Management Limited was registered as Contractor only in 2003 and as such how the 
said Contractor could have employed the petitioner in the respondent-establishment in 
the year 2001, however, unsuccessfully for the reason that it was merely a suggestion 
given to RW-3 and no other and further evidence has been produced to show that in 
the year 2001 M/s Apex Management Consultant was not a registered Contractor. 
Otherwise also, the Apex Court in Dina Nath and others Vs. National Fertilisers 
Limited and others, AIR 1992 SC 457, has held that if a contractor is not registered 
one, penal action under Sections 23 and 25 of the Contract Act can be initiated against 
the principal employer or contractor, as the case may be, and the petitioner-workman 
can not claim himself to be the employee of principal employer on that score. This 
judgment reads as follows":  

 
"It is not for the High Court to inquire into the question and decide whether the 
employment of contract labour in any process, operation or in any other work in any 
establishment should be abolished or not. It is a matter for the decision of the 
Government after considering the matter, as required to be considered under Section 
10 of the Act. 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 afore-quoted observations of the Madras High Court about the effect of 
nonregistration 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.”  

 
16.  Similar is the view of the matter taken by Jharkhand High Court in Their 
Workmen, Bihar Collery Kamgar Union Vs. Bharat Coking Coal Limited and 
another, 2014 LLR 842. This judgment reads as follows: 
  
“12. Learned counsel for the respondent management submitted that in the case of 
Dena Nath & Ors. [(1992) 1 SCC 695], Hon’ble Supreme Court held that the effect of 
non-compliance of the provisions of CLRA Act of 1970, i.e. non-registration of the 
establishment under Section 7 of the Act and non-possession of licence under Section 
12 of the Act would not result in regularization of the concerned workmen, rather it 
would result in penal consequences – that is, prosecution under Section 23/24 of the 
CLRA Act, 1970 and therefore, the finding of the Tribunal that the contract labour 
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system is sham or camouflage was an erroneous finding and referring to the findings 
of the Tribunal that the arrangement of the management is camouflage, learned Single 
Judge held that the said finding is in clear teeth of the decision rendered by Hon’ble 
Supreme Court in the case of Dena Nath & Ors. v. National Fertilizer Ltd. [(1992) 1 
SCC 695] and para 22 thereof reads as under":  

 
“22. It is not for the High Court to inquire into the question and decide whether the 
employment of contract labour in any process, operation or in any other work in any 
establishment should be abolished or not. It is a matter for the decision of the 
government after considering the matter, as required to be considered under Section 
10 of the Act. The only consequences provided in the Act where either the principal 
employer or the labour contractor violates the provision of Sections 9 (sic 7) 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 afore-quoted 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.  "Therefore, even if it is presumed that M/s Apex Management Consultant was 
not a registered Contractor in the year 2001, it does not extend a right in favour of the 
petitioner-workman to claim that he was the employee of respondent-establishment or 
he has been removed from the service in violation of Section 25-F of the Act.”    

 
14.  Keeping in view the detailed discussion made hereinabove, the petitioner has 

miserably failed to establish on record that he was the employee of respondents no.1 and 2 and his 
services were illegally shown through respondent no. 3.    
 

15.  Though it was argued by the learned counsel for the petitioner that since the 
respondents have not chosen to contest this case as such the claim of the petitioner stand establish, 
but it is settled that the petitioner is required to stand on his own feet to prove the allegations 
levelled in the claim.  
 

16.  So far notice Ex. PW-1/B is concerned, it was required for the petitioner to have 
proved that he had completed 240 days in last preceding 12 months with respondent no. 3 before he 
could take the benefits of the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act.    
 

17. In Municipal Corporation, Faridabad v. Siri Niwas (2004 (8) SCC 195), it was 
held that the burden was on the workman to show that he was working for more than 240 days in 
the preceding one year prior to his alleged retrenchment. In M.P. Electricity Board v. Hariram 
(2004 (8) SCC 246) the position was again reiterated in paragraph 11 as follows: 

 
“The above burden having not been discharged and the Labour Court having held so, 
in our opinion, the Industrial Court and the High Court erred in basing an order of 
reinstatement solely on an adverse inference drawn erroneously. At this stage it may 
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be useful to refer to a judgment of this Court in the case of Municipal Corporation, 
Faridabad v. Siri Niwas JT 2004 (7) SC 248 wherein this Court disagreed with the 
High Court's view of drawing an adverse inference in regard to the nonproduction of 
certain relevant documents. This is what this Court had to say in that regard: 
 
"A court of law even in a case where provisions of the Indian Evidence Act apply, may 
presume or may not presume that if a party despite possession of the best evidence had 
not produced the same, it would have gone against his contentions. The matter, 
however, would be different where despite direction by a court the evidence is 
withheld. Presumption as to adverse inference for non-production of evidence is 
always optional and one of the factors which is required to be taken into consideration 
is the background of facts involved in the lis. The presumption, thus, is not obligatory 
because notwithstanding the intentional non-production, other circumstances may 
exist upon which such intentional non-production may be found to be justifiable on 
some reasonable grounds. In the instant case, the Industrial Tribunal did not draw 
any adverse inference against the appellant. It was within its jurisdiction to do so 
particularly having regard to the nature of the evidence adduced by the respondent." 

 
18.  In Manager, Reserve Bank of India, Bangalore v. S. Mani and Ors. (2005(5) 

SCC 100) a three-Judge Bench of this Court again considered the matter and held that the initial 
burden of proof was on the workman to show that he had completed 240 days of service. Tribunal’s 
view that the burden was on the employer was held to be erroneous. In Batala Cooperative Sugar 
Mills Ltd. v. Sowaran Singh (2005 (7) Supreme 165) it was held as follows: 
 

“So far as the question of onus regarding working for more than 240 days is 
concerned, as observed by this Court in Range Forest Officer v. S.T. Hadimani (2002 
(3) SCC 25) the onus is on the workman.”  

 
19.  The document Ex. PW-1/B only establish on record that the petitioner was deployed 

by respondent no. 3 with respondents no. 1 & 2 and his services were terminated by respondent no. 
3 vide Ex. PW-1/B, on the ground that he had tempered/ forged some document. Petitioner has not 
preferred any claim against respondent no 3 for his reinstatement neither petitioner has led any 
evidence that he had completed 240 days with respondent 3 prior to his illegal termination. The 
petitioner has also failed to prove any violation of Section 9. A of the Act Petitioner has neither 
produced any appointment letter issued by respondent no. 3 nor any attendance register or 
documents has been produced to establish that he had completed more than 240 days in each 
calendar year with respondent no. 3 or in preceding 12 months prior to his termination vide Ex. 
PW-1/B. Petitioner while leading evidence Ex. PW-1/A has not made any averment that on which 
date, month or year he was engaged by respondent no. 3 and deputed with respondents no. 1 & 2 
nor there is any averment that he had completed 240 days with respondent no. 3 in preceding 12 
months with respondent no. 3 rather the petitioner has taken the stand that he was not the employee 
of respondent no. 3 and was wrongly shown to be employee of respondent no. 3, deputed with 
respondent no. 1 & 2 as a contractual labour, as such he is also not entitled for any relief even 
against respondent no. 3. 

 
20.  The next contention which has been raised by the petitioner is that the respondents 

have retained persons junior to him and have also engaged new hands which is clear cut violation 
of Section 25-G of the Act. Though, the petitioner has mentioned the names of the junior persons, 
however there is no evidence that when these junior persons were engaged, who had engaged them 
and who are the persons who have been freshly engaged after the termination of the petitioner from 
the services. In view of the above discussion no violation of Section 25-G and 25-H has been 
established. 
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21.  In view of the discussions made above the petitioner has failed to establish his case 

for reinstatement and for back wages and other services benefits as well as for regularization of his 
services, as such he is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 

 
RELIEF 
 

22.  In view of my aforesaid discussion, petitioner has failed to establish his claim 
against respondents as such the claim filed by the petitioner fails and is hereby dismissed by 
holding that the petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him in this reference. The 
reference is answered in the aforesaid terms. 
 

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

Announced in the open Court today on this 25th day of February, 2026. 
 

 Sd/- 
            (ANUJA SOOD), 

   Presiding Judge, 
Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Shimla (H.P.). 

 
____________ 

 
 

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

   
Reference No  :    21 of 2025 

 
Instituted on     :    16-05-2025  

 
Decided on       :    25-02-2026   

  
Tej Pal, s/o Late Sh. Sita Ram, r/o Village Doiyanwala, P.O. Giri Nagar, Tehsil Paonta 

Sahib, District Sirmaur, H.P. ..Petitioner.   
 

VERSUS 
 

1. Dr. Y.S. Parmar University of Horticulture and Forestry Nauni, Solan, H.P., through 
its registrar. 
 

2. The Associate Director (R&E) Regional Horticulture Research Training Station 
(RHR & TS) Dhaulakuan, District Sirmaur, H.P.  

 
3.  Orien Safety & Security Pvt. Ltd. SF-20, City Emporium Mall Plot No. 143 A, 

Industrial Area, Phase-I Chandigarh, through its Authorized Signatory         ..Respondents.  
 

Claim petition under Section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947  
 

For the petitioner        :  Sh. R.K. Khidtta, Advocate  
 

For the respondent no. 1   :  ex-parte  
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For the respondent no. 2   :  ex-parte  

 
For the respondent no. 3   :  ex-parte 
 

AWARD 
 
  The present claim petition has been filed by the petitioner directly before this Court under 
Section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter to be referred as the Act) with the 
prayer to set aside the termination order dated 12-12-2024 of the petitioner passed by the 
respondent no. 3 w.e.f. 13-12-2024 without complying with the provisions of the Act and in 
violation of Section 33 of the I.D. Act with the further prayer that respondent be directed to 
reinstate the petitioner with all consequential service benefits including full back wages w.e.f.         
13-12-2024 and the services of the petitioner may be regularized as per the policy of the State 
Government.  
 

2.  The facts as emerges from the statement of claim are that the petitioner is the 
permanent R/O Village Doiyanwala, P.O. Giri Nagar, Tehsil Paonta Sahib, District Sirmour, H.P., 
who was initially engaged as Bee-Keeping Helper in Etymology during September, 1997 by the 
registrar of the university on monthly salary of Rs. 1,350/-. Petitioner worked as such till the year 
2001 and thereafter he was engaged as Fieldworker/ Beldar/ Class-IV/ Helper in the month of July, 
2013 by respondent no. 1 and was asked to join the duty with respondent no. 2 at Dhaulakan where  
the attendance of the petitioner was regularly marked in inventory register/ attendance register 
which was maintained by the Associate Director at Dhaulakuan and he worked as such till            
29-06-2016. After 29-06-2016 the petitioner was appointed on contractual basis as Field Assistant 
by the Director of Research Dr. Y.S. Parmar University Solan vide letter dated 30-06-2016. 
However, before changing the service condition of the petitioner, the respondent university did not 
comply with the mandatory provision of Section 9-A of the Act. The services of the petitioner have 
been shown to be engaged through contractor by the university illegally. Whereas, the petitioner 
was actually engaged by the university and he was working under the direct control and supervision 
of the university for all purposes and performed his duty as per the direction issued by the officials 
of the respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 from time to time. Respondent no. 3, through letter 
dated 12-12-2024 without complying with the mandatory provisions of the Act and without any 
authority terminated the services of the petitioner w.e.f. 13-12-2024. Respondent no. 3 was not 
having any power to terminate the services of the petitioner, as petitioner was engaged by the 
respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2. The services of the petitioner shown through the different 
contractor namely Rainbow, Sona Enterprises and lastly shown through respondent no. 3 is totally 
illegal as the university has no license to engage the worker through contractor nor the so called 
contractors have any license as per the Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970 to 
deploy the contract labour with the university. The contract of the fieldworker/ Beldar/ Class-IV/ 
Helper and Field Assistant given to the respondent no. 3 by the respondent no. 1 is totally illegal as 
the petitioner and other workers were engaged by the respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 shown 
through the contractor deem to be the employed of respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 as the 
contract executed between the university and so called contractor namely Rainbow Enterprises, 
Sona Enterprises and lastly with the respondent no. 3 is not valid in the eyes of the law. The 
agreement if any executed between the university and so called contractor is shame, nominal and 
merely camouflage as day to day work, administrative control and supervision over the petitioner 
was exercised by the respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2. The services of the petitioner have 
been terminated by the respondent no. 3 at the instance of respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 
without following the mandatory provisions of the Act. Petitioner filed the writ petition for 
regularization before the Hon’ble High Court of HP and the case was registered as CWP No. 
10349/2024. After receiving the notice in the writ petition, university as well as the company, 
instead of filing the reply became vindictive and dismissed/ terminated services of the petitioner 
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illegally vide termination letter dated 12.12.2024 whereas the services of junior persons of the 
petitioner have been retained by the respondent in utter violation of “last come first go”. It is 
averred that junior persons of the petitioner namely Zafer Ali, Balbir, Sunil, Baldev, Tarseem and 
Aruna Devi are still working and new persons have been engaged to perform the work by the 
respondent. Petitioner has already completed 240 days in each calendar year, as such the 
termination of the services of the petitioner without complying with the mandatory provisions of 
Section 9-A, 25-F, 25-G, 25-H and 25-N of the Act is totally illegal. It is averred that the demand 
notice was raised by the petitioner on 23.12.2024 upon which respondents were summoned by the 
conciliation officer and respondents had also filed reply. The appropriate government failed to send 
the reference to this Court within 45 days, as such the present claim petition under Section 2-A has 
been directly filed by the petitioner before this Court. Petitioner through this claim petition has 
prayed that the impugned termination order dated w.e.f. 13.12.2024 passed by the respondent no. 3 
be declared null and void and petitioner be re-instated in services w.e.f. 13.12.2024 with all service 
benefits including full back wages, continuity and seniority. Apart from this, the petitioner has also 
prayed that the action of the respondent university whereby the petitioner has been shown to be 
engaged through contractor be held illegal and the respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 be 
directed to pay all the service benefits to the petitioner including the regularization of the services 
as per the Government policy. Apart from this, petitioner has also prayed that the respondents be 
also directed to pay the damages to the tune of Rs. 10 Lakh and litigation costs of Rs. 55,000/-. The 
claim petition is duly supported with an affidavit of Sh. Tej Pal Kumar, petitioner.            
 

3.   Notices of this claim petition were sent to the respondents, however despite service 
in accordance with law, the respondents did not appear and were proceeded against ex-parte vide 
order dated 04-07-2025.                             
 

4.  Coming to evidence led by the petitioner, petitioner has stepped into the witness box 
as PW-1 and led his evidence by way of affidavit Ex. PW-1/A, which is just a reproduction of the 
averments as made in the petition. The petitioner has also tendered in evidence copy of 
appointment letter dated 30.06.2016 Ex. PW-1/B, termination letter Ex. PW-1/C, demand notice 
Ex. PW-1/D and letter issued by Labour Officer, Nahan dated 13.01.2025 Ex. PW-1/E. 

  
5. Petitioner also examined, Sh. Desh Raj, who appeared into the witness box as PW-2 

to depose that he is running garment shop at Dhaulakaun for the last 15 years and he knows the 
petitioner who was working with Associate Director Regional horticulture Research Training 
Station, Dhaulakaun for more than 12 years. He further deposed that he has seen the petitioner 
working with the respondent department and no contract workers were working with the 
respondent department.   
 

6.  Petitioner also examined, Sh. Layak Ram, who appeared into the witness box as 
PW-3 and deposed that he knows the petitioner and had seen him working with the respondent 
department for more than 12 years.  

7.  These witnesses have not been cross-examined, as the respondents were proceeded 
ex-parte.  
 

8.  This is the entire evidence led by the petitioner. 
 

9. So far as the present claim is concerned, the petitioner has claimed that he was 
employee of respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 as he was initially engaged as Bee-Keeping 
Helper in Etymology during the September, 1997 by the Registrar of the university and was paid 
Rs. 1,350/- per month and worked as such till 2001. Thereafter he was engaged as Fieldworker in 
the month of July,2013 by the respondent no. 1 and was asked to join the duty with resplendent no. 
2 at place Dhaulakuan where the attendance of the petitioner was regularly marked in inventory 
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register/ attendance register maintained by the Associate Director at Dhaulakuan and he worked as 
such till 29.06.2016. After 29.06.2016 the petitioner was appointed on contractual basis as Field 
Assistant by respondent no. 1 vide letter dated 30.06.2016. The services of the petitioner have been 
shown to be engaged through contractor by respondent no. 1 illegally. Whereas, he was working 
under the direct control and supervision of respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 However, before 
changing the service condition of the petitioner the respondent university did not comply with the 
mandatory provisions of Section 9-A of the Act. It is further claimed that respondent no. 3 through 
letter dated 12.12.2024 without complying the mandatory provisions of the Act, terminated the 
services of the petitioner w.e.f. 13.12.2024. The respondent no. 3 was not having any power to 
terminate the services of the petitioner, as the petitioner was engaged by respondent no. 1 and 
respondent no. 2.  
 

10.   So far as the present claim is concerned, petitioner has placed on record Ex. PW-
1/B which is letter dated 30.06.2016 issued by Director of Research to the petitioner for his 
contractual engagement to the purely & temporary post of Field Assistant. He also placed on record 
Job Discontinuation letter issued by respondent no. 3 to the petitioner as PW-1/C dated 12.12.2024 
as well as failure report Ex. PW-1/E. But petitioner has not placed on record any document or 
appointment letter vide which he was engaged by respondent no. 1 as Bee-Keeping Helper in the 
Year 1997 on monthly wages of Rs. 1350/- per month nor any record pertaining to his employment 
with respondent no. 1 till 2001 has been produced on record. Petitioner has not produced any 
document for his alleged engagement as Filed worker in the month of July, 2013 by the respondent 
no. 1 and was asked to join the duty with respondent no. 2 at Dhaulakun and worked as such till 
29.06.2016. The petitioner though has also claimed that he was the employee of respondents no. 1 
and 2 and there was relationship of employer and employee between petitioner and respondent no.1 
and respondent no. 2 since 1997 to 13-12-2024, but there is nothing on record to substantiate this 
plea of the petitioner. No appointment letter has been produced by the petitioner to substantiate this 
plea nor any attendance register has been produced to show that he was working under the direct 
control and supervision of respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 since 1997 to 13-12-2024. The 
onus is heavily on the petitioner to prove that there was relationship of employer and employee 
between respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 with the petitioner since 1997 to 13-12-2024. 

 
11.  Now, coming to the next plea of the petitioner that he was engaged Field Assistant 

by the Director of respondent no. 1 vide letter dated 30.06.2016, the copy which has been placed on 
record as Ex. PW-1/B. The perusal of this document shows that petitioner was engaged on contract, 
purely on temporarily basis to the post of Field Assistant. The stipulations no. 1, 2 and 7 of Ex. 
PW-1/B are important to determine the nature of contractual engagement. 

 
Stipulation no. 1: That your engagement/ appointment to the above post is purely 
temporary and on contract on the fixed salary of @Rs. 9,000/- PM co-terminus with the 
project or availability of funds, whichever is earlier.  

 
Stipulation no. 2:  That since the post is on contract basis, as such, you shall have no 
claim for regularization against the post. 

 
Stipulation no. 7:  That no other service benefits are attached with the post and you will 
not be entitled for other benefits being enjoyed by other regular employees of this 
University.  

 
12.  From the bare reading of Ex. PW-1/B it is clear that the petitioner was appointed as 

field assistant on purely temporary basis and he was not entitled to any other benefits enjoyed by 
other regular employees of the university except for Rs. 9,000/- per month on co-terminus with the 
project or availability of funds, whichever is earlier. It was mentioned in the contract that the he 
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shall not claim for regularization against the post. Petitioner has not made any averments in the 
claim nor has led any evidence that project is still running or the funds are still available with 
respondent no. 1. Thus no violation of terms of Ex. PW-1/B has been established.   

 
13.  The petitioner has claimed that the services of the petitioner shown through 

different contractors namely Rainbow, Sona Enterprises and lastly shown through respondent no. 3, 
are totally illegal and petitioner was infact an employee of respondents no. 1 & 2 as such he shall 
be deemed to be employee of respondents no. 1 & 2. The agreement if any executed between the 
university and the so called contractors is shame, nominal and merely camouflage. So far as the 
claim of the petitioner is concerned, the petitioner has not lead any evidence on record to establish 
that respondent no.1 was maintaining  the  record  pertaining  to the work of petitioner under the 
Labour Laws, Factory Act and Payment of Wages Act. There is no evidence to show that any ESI 
and EPF contribution were deducted by respondent no. 1 towards the petitioner. There is nothing 
on record to suggest that there existed relationship of employer-employee between petitioner and 
respondents no. 1 and 2 as claimed by the petitioner. The petitioner has not called for attendance 
register, his salary bills or other record of respondents no. 1 & 2 to prove that he was working 
under the direct control and supervision of respondents no. 1 & 2 and he was wrongly shown to be 
employed with respondents no. 1 & 2 through contractor i.e. respondent no. 3.  
 

14.  The Hon’ble Apex Court in case titled as Balwant Rai Saluja & Anr. Vs. Air 
India Ltd. (2014) SCC-9 407, has observed as under: 

  
“53. This Court would first refer to the relevant pronouncements by various English 
Courts in order to analyze their approach regarding employer-employee 
relationship."  

 

54. In Ready Mix Concrete (South East) Ltd v. Minister of Pensions and National 
Insurance, [1968] 2 QB 497, McKenna J. laid down three conditions for the existence 
of a contract of service. As provided at p.515 in the Ready Mix Concrete case (supra), 
the conditions are as follows:— 

 

“(i) The servant agrees that, in consideration of a wage or other remuneration, 
he will provide his own work and skill in the performance of some service for 
his master; (ii) he agrees, expressly or impliedly, that in the performance of 
that service he will be subject to the other's control in a sufficient degree to 
make that other master; (iii) the other provisions of the contract are consistent 
with its being a contract of service.” 

 

55. In Ready Mix Concrete case (supra), McKenna J. further elaborated upon the 
above-quoted conditions. As regards the first, he stated that there must be wages or 
remuneration; else there is no consideration and therefore no contract of any kind. As 
regards the second condition, he stated that control would include the power of 
deciding the thing to be done, the way in which it shall be done, the means to be 
employed in doing it, the time when and the place where it shall be done. Furthermore, 
to establish a master-servant relationship, such control must be existent in a sufficient 
degree. 
 

19. McKenna J. further referred to Lord Thankerton's “four indicia” of a contract of 
service said in Short v. J. and W. Henderson Ltd. (1946) 62 TLR 427. The J. and W. 
Henderson case (supra) at p.429, observes as follows: 

 

“(a) The master's power of selection of his servant; (b) the payment of wages or 
other remuneration; (c) the master's right to control the method of doing the 
work; and (d) the master's right of suspension or dismissal.” 
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57.  A recent decision by the Queen’s Bench, in JGE v. The Trustees of Portsmouth 
Roman Catholic Diocesan Trust, [2012] EWCA Civ 938, Lord Justice Ward, while 
discussing the hallmarks of the employer-employee relationship, observed that an 
employee works under the supervision and direction of his employer, whereas an 
independent contractor is his own master bound by his contract but not by his 
employer's orders. Lord Justice Ward followed the observations made by McKenna J. 
in the Ready Mix Concrete case (supra) as mentioned above. The JGE case (supra), 
further noted that ‘control’ was an important factor in determining an employer-
employee relationship. It was held, after referring to numerous judicial decisions, that 
there was no single test to determine such a relationship. Therefore what would be 
needed to be done is to marshal various tests, which should cumulatively point either 
towards an employer-employee relationship or away from one.”  

 
15.  Apart from this, the Hon’ble Supreme Court in case titled as The Joint 

Secretary, Central Board of Secondary Education and Anr. Vs. Raj Kumar Mishra and 
others, 2025 LLR 474 has held that “for a person to claim employment under any organization, a 
direct master-servant relationship has to be established on paper”. The relevant portion of the 
judgment is reproduced as under: 
 

“6.  Having considered the facts and circumstances of the case(s) and submissions 
of learned counsel for the parties, we find substance in the contentions of learned 
counsel for the appellants. The issue whether the private respondents were employees 
of the appellants, is the crux of the matter. Whatever material has been placed and 
even the best point which was argued by the learned Senior Counsel for the private 
respondents before this Court was that since there was supervisory and jurisdictional 
control over the private respondents by the appellants, ipso facto, they would become 
employees of the appellants is noted only to be rejected."  

 
7.  This is not only a very simplistic approach, but also a totally erroneous 
approach in law. For a person to claim employment under any organization, a direct 
master-servant relationship has to  be established on paper. In the present case(s), 
admittedly, the only document, which the private respondents have in their favour, is 
showing that they were posted at various places doing different nature of work. 

 
8.  This clearly in the considered opinion of the Court would not establish master-
servant relationship.  

 
9.  Had it been the case where there were other materials also in favour of the 
private respondents in both cases showing that they may have a case for being 
considered as an employee of the appellants, we may not have interfered with the 
orders impugned and would have left it to the Labour Court to once again to go into 
the matter(s) on merits. However, when the best defence of the private respondents in 
both cases, as discussed supra, has been found to be totally of no consequence to the 
private respondents in both cases, we find that the remand would be an exercise in 
futility. 

 
16.  The other limb of arguments advanced by Ld. Counsel for the petitioner is that 

agreement if any executed between respondents no. 1 & 2 and respondent no. 3 is shame, nominal 
and merely a camouflage but apart from making bare averments in this regard nothing has been 
produced on record that to substantiate this plea. Moreover, the Hon’ble High Court of Himachal 
Pradesh in case titled as Manoj Kumar Vs. Sintex Industrial 2016 SCC Online HP 4276 has 
held as under: 
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“15. An effort has been made to belie the evidence produced by the respondent while 
submitting that as per the testimony of RW-3 Lalit in his cross-examination, M/s Apex 
Management Limited was registered as Contractor only in 2003 and as such how the 
said Contractor could have employed the petitioner in the respondent-establishment in 
the year 2001, however, unsuccessfully for the reason that it was merely a suggestion 
given to RW-3 and no other and further evidence has been produced to show that in 
the year 2001 M/s Apex Management Consultant was not a registered Contractor. 
Otherwise also, the Apex Court in Dina Nath and others Vs. National Fertilisers 
Limited and others, AIR 1992 SC 457, has held that if a contractor is not registered 
one, penal action under Sections 23 and 25 of the Contract Act can be initiated against 
the principal employer or contractor, as the case may be, and the petitioner-workman 
can not claim himself to be the employee of principal employer on that score. This 
judgment reads as follows: 
  
"It is not for the High Court to inquire into the question and decide whether the 
employment of contract labour in any process, operation or in any other work in any 
establishment should be abolished or not. It is a matter for the decision of the 
Government after considering the matter, as required to be considered under Section 
10 of the Act. 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 afore-quoted 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.”  
 

16.  Similar is the view of the matter taken by Jharkhand High Court in Their 
Workmen, Bihar Collery Kamgar Union Vs. Bharat Coking Coal Limited and 
another, 2014 LLR 842. This judgment reads as follows:  
 

“12. Learned counsel for the respondent management submitted that in the case of 
Dena Nath & Ors. [(1992) 1 SCC 695], Hon’ble Supreme Court held that the effect of 
non-compliance of the provisions of CLRA Act of 1970, i.e. non-registration of the 
establishment under Section 7 of the Act and non-possession of licence under Section 
12 of the Act would not result in regularization of the concerned workmen, rather it 
would result in penal consequences – that is, prosecution under Section 23/24 of the 
CLRA Act, 1970 and therefore, the finding of the Tribunal that the contract labour 
system is sham or camouflage was an erroneous finding and referring to the findings 
of the Tribunal that the arrangement of the management is camouflage, learned Single 
Judge held that the said finding is in clear teeth of the decision rendered by Hon’ble 
Supreme Court in the case of Dena Nath & Ors. v. National Fertilizer Ltd. [(1992) 1 
SCC 695] and para 22 thereof reads as under:"  

 
“22. It is not for the High Court to inquire into the question and decide whether the 
employment of contract labour in any process, operation or in any other work in any 
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establishment should be abolished or not. It is a matter for the decision of the 
government after considering the matter, as required to be considered under Section 
10 of the Act. The only consequences provided in the Act where either the principal 
employer or the labour contractor violates the provision of Sections 9 (sic 7) 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 afore-quoted 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.  "Therefore, even if it is presumed that M/s Apex Management Consultant was 
not a registered Contractor in the year 2001, it does not extend a right in favour of the 
petitioner-workman to claim that he was the employee of respondent-establishment or 
he has been removed from the service in violation of Section 25-F of the Act.”    

 
17.  Keeping in view the detailed discussion made hereinabove, the petitioner has 

miserably failed to establish on record that he was the employee of respondents no. 1 and 2 and his 
services were illegally shown through respondent no. 3.    
 

18.  Though it was argued by the learned counsel for the petitioner that since the 
respondents have not chosen to contest this case as such the claim of the petitioner stand establish, 
but it is settled that the petitioner is required to stand on his own feet to prove the allegations 
levelled in the claim.  
 

19.  So far notice Ex. PW-1/C is concerned, it was required for the petitioner to have 
proved that he had completed 240 days in last preceding 12 months with respondent no. 3 before he 
could take the benefits of the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act.    
 

20. In Municipal Corporation, Faridabad v. Siri Niwas (2004 (8) SCC 195), it was 
held that the burden was on the workman to show that he was working for more than 240 days in 
the preceding one year prior to his alleged retrenchment. In M.P. Electricity Board v. Hariram 
(2004 (8) SCC 246) the position was again reiterated in paragraph 11 as follows: 

 
“The above burden having not been discharged and the Labour Court having held so, 
in our opinion, the Industrial Court and the High Court erred in basing an order of 
reinstatement solely on an adverse inference drawn erroneously. At this stage it may 
be useful to refer to a judgment of this Court in the case of Municipal Corporation, 
Faridabad v. Siri Niwas JT 2004 (7) SC 248 wherein this Court disagreed with the 
High Court's view of drawing an adverse inference in regard to the nonproduction of 
certain relevant documents. This is what this Court had to say in that regard:"  

 
"A court of law even in a case where provisions of the Indian Evidence Act apply, may 
presume or may not presume that if a party despite possession of the best evidence had 
not produced the same, it would have gone against his contentions. The matter, 
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however, would be different where despite direction by a court the evidence is 
withheld. Presumption as to adverse inference for non-production of evidence is 
always optional and one of the factors which is required to be taken into consideration 
is the background of facts involved in the lis. The presumption, thus, is not obligatory 
because notwithstanding the intentional non-production, other circumstances may 
exist upon which such intentional non-production may be found to be justifiable on 
some reasonable grounds. In the instant case, the Industrial Tribunal did not draw 
any adverse inference against the appellant. It was within its jurisdiction to do so 
particularly having regard to the nature of the evidence adduced by the respondent." 

 
21.  In Manager, Reserve Bank of India, Bangalore v. S. Mani and Ors. (2005(5) 

SCC 100) a three-Judge Bench of this Court again considered the matter and held that the initial 
burden of proof was on the workman to show that he had completed 240 days of service. Tribunal’s 
view that the burden was on the employer was held to be erroneous. In Batala Cooperative Sugar 
Mills Ltd. v. Sowaran Singh (2005 (7) Supreme 165) it was held as follows: 

 
“So far as the question of onus regarding working for more than 240 days is 
concerned, as observed by this Court in Range Forest Officer v. S.T. Hadimani (2002 
(3) SCC 25) the onus is on the workman.”  

 
22.  The document Ex. PW-1/C only establish on record that the petitioner was deployed 

by respondent no. 3 with respondents no. 1 & 2 and his services were terminated by respondent no. 
3 vide Ex. PW-1/C, on the ground that he had tempered/ forged some document. Petitioner has not 
preferred any claim against respondent no. 3 for his reinstatement neither petitioner has led any 
evidence that he had completed 240 days with respondent 3 prior to his illegal termination. The 
petitioner has also failed to prove any violation of Section 9-A of the Act. Petitioner has neither 
produced any appointment letter issued by respondent no. 3 nor any attendance register or 
documents has been produced to establish that he had completed more than 240 days in each 
calendar year with respondent no. 3 or in preceding 12 months prior to his termination vide Ex. 
PW-1/C. Petitioner while leading evidence Ex. PW-1/A has not made any averment that on which 
date, month or year he was engaged by respondent no. 3 and deputed with respondents no. 1 & 2 
nor there is any averment that he had completed 240 days with respondent no. 3  in preceding 12 
months with respondent no. 3  rather the petitioner has taken the stand that he was not the employee 
of respondent no. 3 and was wrongly shown to be employee of respondent no. 3, deputed with 
respondent no. 1 & 2 as a contractual labour, as such he is also not entitled for any relief even 
against respondent no. 3.   

 
23.  The next contention which has been raised by the petitioner is that the respondents 

have retained persons junior to him  and have also engaged new hands which is clear cut violation 
of Section 25-G of the Act. Though, the petitioner has mentioned the names of the junior persons, 
however there is no evidence that when these junior persons were engaged, who had engaged them 
and who are the persons who have been freshly engaged after the termination of the petitioner from 
the services. In view of the above discussion no violation of Section 25-G and 25-H has been 
established.   
 

24.  In view of the discussions made above the petitioner has failed to establish his case 
for reinstatement and for back wages and other services benefits as well as for regularization of his 
services, as such he is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him.      
 
RELIEF 
 

25. In view of my aforesaid discussion, petitioner has failed to establish his claim 
against respondents as such the claim filed by the petitioner fails and is hereby dismissed by 
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holding that the petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him in this reference. The 
reference is answered in the aforesaid terms.  
 

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

Announced in the open Court today on this 25th day of February, 2026. 
 
 

 Sd/- 
            (ANUJA SOOD), 

   Presiding Judge, 
Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Shimla (H.P.). 

____________ 
 

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

     
Reference No  :    22 of 2025 

 
Instituted on     :    16-05-2025  

 
Decided on       :    25-02-2026   

  
Vinod Kumar, s/o Late Sh. Geeta Ram, r/o Village Parduni, P.O. Giri Nagar, Tehsil Paonta 

Sahib, District Solan, H.P. ..Petitioner.   
 

VERSUS 
 

1. Dr. Y.S. Parmar University of Horticulture and Forestry Nauni, Solan, H.P., through 
its registrar. 

 
2. The Associate Director (R&E) Regional Horticulture Research Training Station 

(RHR & TS) Dhaulakuan, District Sirmaur, H.P.  
 
3. Orien Safety & Security Pvt. Ltd. SF-20, City Emporium Mall Plot No. 143 A, 

Industrial Area, Phase-I Chandigarh, through its Authorized Signatory.              ..Respondents.  
 

Claim petition under Section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947.   
 

For the petitioner         : Sh. R.K. Khidtta, Advocate  
 

For the respondent no. 1   :  ex-parte   
 

For the respondent no. 2   :  ex-parte  
 

For the respondent no. 3   :  ex-parte  
 

AWARD 
 

The present claim petition has been filed by the petitioner directly before this Court under 
Section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter to be referred as the Act) with the 
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prayer to set aside the termination order dated 12-12-2024 of the petitioner passed by the 
respondent no. 3 w.e.f. 13-12-2024 without complying with the provisions of the Act and in 
violation of Section 33 of the I.D. Act with the further prayer that respondent be directed to 
reinstate the petitioner with all consequential service benefits including full back wages w.e.f.        
13-12-2024 and the services of the petitioner be regularized as per the policy of the State 
Government.  

 
2.  The facts as emerges from the statement of claim are that the petitioner is the 

permanent R/O Village Parduni, P.O. Giri Nagar, Tehsil Paonta Sahib, District Sirmaur, H.P., who 
was initially engaged as Bee-Keeping Helper in Etymology during September, 1997 by the registrar 
of the university on monthly salary of Rs. 1,350/-. Petitioner worked as such till the year 2001 and 
thereafter he was engaged as labourer on contract basis by Scientist Incharge Dhaulakuan vide 
letter dated 16.09.2008 thereafter the petitioner was appointed vide letter dated 17.05.2013 on the 
post of Fieldworker/ Beldar/ Class-IV/ Helper by the respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 and he 
was asked to join his duty with respondent no. 2 at place Dhaulakuan where the attendance of the 
petitioner was regularly marked in inventory register/ attendance register which was maintained by 
the Associate Director at Dhaulakuan and he worked as such till 29.06.2016. After 29.06.2016 the 
petitioner was appointed on contractual basis as Field Assistant by the Director of Research Dr. 
Y.S. Parmar University Solan vide letter dated 30.06.2016. However, before changing the service 
condition of the petitioner, the respondent university did not comply with the mandatory provision 
of Section 9-A of the Act. The services of the petitioner have been shown to be engaged through 
contractor by the university illegally. Whereas, the petitioner was actually engaged by the 
university and he was working under the direct control and supervision of the university for all 
purposes and performed his duty as per the direction issued by the officials of the respondent no. 1 
and respondent no. 2 from time to time. Respondent no. 3, through letter dated 12.12.2024 without 
complying with the mandatory provisions of the Act and without any authority terminated the 
services of the petitioner w.e.f. 13.12.2024. Respondent no. 3 was not having any power to 
terminate the services of the petitioner, as petitioner was engaged by the respondent no. 1 and 
respondent no. 2. The services of the petitioner shown through the different contractor namely 
Rainbow, Sona Enterprises and lastly shown through respondent no. 3 is totally illegal as the 
university has no license to engage the worker through contractor nor the so called contractors have 
any license as per the Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970 to deploy the contract 
labour with the university. The contract of the fieldworker/ Beldar/ Class-IV/ Helper and Field 
Assistant given to the respondent no. 3 by the respondent no. 1 is totally illegal as the petitioner and 
other workers were engaged by the respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 shown through the 
contractor deem to be the employed of respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 as the contract 
executed between the university and so called contractor namely Rainbow Enterprises, Sona 
Enterprises and lastly with the respondent no. 3 is not valid in the eyes of the law. The agreement if 
any executed between the university and so called contractor is shame, nominal and merely  
camouflage as day to day work, administrative control and supervision over the petitioner was 
exercised by the respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2. The services of the petitioner have been 
terminated by the respondent no. 3 at the instance of respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 without 
following the mandatory provisions of the Act. Petitioner filed the writ petition for regularization 
before the Hon’ble High Court of HP and the case was registered as CWP No. 10354/2024. After 
receiving the notice in the writ petition, university as well as the company, instead of filing the 
reply became vindictive and dismissed/ terminated services of the petitioner illegally vide 
termination letter dated 12.12.2024 whereas the services of junior persons of the petitioner have 
been retained by the respondent in utter violation of “last come first go”. It is averred that junior 
persons to the petitioner namely Zafer Ali, Balbir, Sunil, Baldev, Tarseem and Aruna Devi are still 
working and new persons have been engaged to perform the work by the respondent. Petitioner has 
already completed 240 days in each calendar year, as such the termination of the services of the 
petitioner without complying with the mandatory provisions of Section 9-A, 25-F, 25-G, 25-H and 
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25-N of the Act is totally illegal. It is averred that the demand notice was raised by the petitioner on 
23.12.2024 upon which respondents were summoned by the conciliation officer and respondents 
had also filed reply. The appropriate government failed to send the reference to this Court within 45 
days, as such the present claim petition under Section 2-A has been directly filed by the petitioner 
before this Court. Petitioner through this claim petition has prayed that the impugned termination 
order dated w.e.f. 13.12.2024 passed by the respondent no. 3 be declared null and void and 
petitioner be re-instated in services w.e.f. 13.12.2024 with all service benefits including full back 
wages, continuity and seniority. Apart from this, the petitioner has also prayed that the action of the 
respondent university whereby the petitioner has been shown to be engaged through contractor be 
held illegal and the respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 be directed to pay all the service benefits 
to the petitioner including the regularization of the services as per the Government policy. Apart 
from this, petitioner has also prayed that the respondents be also directed to pay the damages to the 
tune of Rs. 10 Lakh and litigation costs of Rs. 55,000/-. The claim petition is duly supported with 
an affidavit of Sh. Vinod Kumar, petitioner.            
 

3.  Notices of this claim petition were sent to the respondents, however despite service 
in accordance with law, the respondents did not appear and were proceeded against ex-parte vide 
order dated 04-07-2025.    

                          
4.  Coming to evidence led by the petitioner, petitioner has stepped into the witness box 

as PW-1 and led his evidence by way of affidavit Ex. PW-1/A, which is just a reproduction of the 
averments as made in the petition. The petitioner has also tendered in evidence copy of 
appointment letter dated 30.06.2016 Ex. PW-1/B, termination letter Ex. PW-1/C, demand notice 
Ex. PW-1/D, letter issued by Labour Officer, Nahan dated 20.03.2025 Ex. PW-1/E and duty pass 
dated 07.05.2021 Ex. PW-1/F.  

 
5. Petitioner also examined, Sh. Desh Raj, who appeared into the witness box as PW-2 

to depose that he is running garment shop at Dhaulakaun for the last 15 years and he knows the 
petitioner who was working with Associate Director Regional horticulture Reasearch Training 
Station, Dhaulakaun for more than 14 years. He further deposed that he has seen the petitioner 
working with the respondent department and no contract workers were working with the 
respondent department.   
 

6. Petitioner also examined, Sh. Layak Ram, who appeared into the witness box as 
PW-3 and deposed that he knows the petitioner and had seen him working with the respondent 
department for more than 14 years.  
 

7. These witnesses have not been cross-examined, as the respondents were  proceeded 
ex-parte.  
 

8.  This is the entire evidence led by the petitioner. 
 

9.  So far as the present claim is concerned, the petitioner has claimed that he was 
employee of respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 as he was initially engaged as fieldman/worker 
w.e.f. 01.02.2018 at Dhaulakuan, but his services were illegally shown to be engaged through 
contractor by the university.  Thereafter, vide letter dated 12.12.2024 respondent no.3 terminated 
the services of the petitioner without complying with the mandatory provisions of the Act and that 
too without any authority.  The petitioner was working under the direct control and supervision of 
respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2, however, before changing the service condition of the 
petitioner the respondent university did not comply with the mandatory provisions of Section 9-A 
of the Act. The respondent no. 3 was not having any power to terminate the services of the 
petitioner, as the petitioner was engaged by respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2.  
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10. So far as the present claim is concerned, petitioner has placed on record Ex. PW-1/B 

which is letter dated 30-06-2016 issued by Director of Research to the petitioner for his contractual 
engagement to the purely & temporary post of Field Assistant. He also placed on record Job 
Discontinuation letter issued by respondent no. 3 to the petitioner as PW-1/C dated 12-12-2024 as 
well as failure report Ex. PW-1/E and duty pass Ex. PW-1/F issued on 07-05-2021. But petitioner 
has not placed on record any document or appointment letter vide which he was engaged by 
respondent no. 1 as Bee-Keeping Helper in the Year 1997 on monthly wages of Rs. 1350/- per 
month nor any record pertaining to his employment with respondent no. 1 till 2001 has been 
produced on record. Petitioner has not produced any document for his alleged engagement as 
Labourer on contract basis by Scientist Incharge at Dhaulakun vide letter dated 16.09.2018 or his 
appointment letter dated 17-05-2013 to the post of Fieldworker/ Beldar/ Class-IV/ Helper by 
respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 till 29.06.2016. The petitioner though has also claimed that 
he was the employee of respondents no. 1 and 2 and there was relationship of employer and 
employee between petitioner and respondent no.1 and respondent no. 2 since 1997 to 13-12-2024, 
but there is nothing on record to substantiate this plea of the petitioner. No appointment letter has 
been produced by the petitioner to substantiate this plea nor any attendance register has been 
produced to show that he was working under the direct control and supervision of respondent no. 1 
and respondent no. 2 since 1997 to 13-12-2024. The onus is heavily on the petitioner to prove that 
there was relationship of employer and employee between respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 
with the petitioner since 1997 to 13-12-2024. 

 
11.  Now, coming to the next plea of the petitioner that he was engaged Field Assistant 

by the Director of respondent no. 1 vide letter dated 30.06.2016, the copy which has been placed on 
record as Ex. PW-1/B. The perusal of this document shows that petitioner was engaged on contract, 
purely on temporarily basis to the post of Field Assistant. The stipulations no. 1, 2 and 7 of Ex. 
PW-1/B are important to determine the nature of contractual engagement. 

 
Stipulation no. 1:  That your engagement/ appointment to theabove post is purely 
temporary and on contract on the fixed salary of @Rs. 9,000/- PM co-terminus with the 
project or availability of funds, whichever is earlier.  
 
Stipulation no. 2:  That since the post is on contract basis, as such, you shall have no 
claim for regularization against the post. 
 
Stipulation no. 7:  That no other service benefits are attached with the post and you will 
not be entitled for other benefits being enjoyed by other regular employees of this 
University.  

 
12. From the bare reading of Ex. PW-1/B it is clear that the petitioner was appointed as 

field assistant on purely temporary basis and he was not entitled to any other benefits enjoyed by 
other regular employees of the university except for Rs. 9,000/- per month on co-terminus with the 
project or availability of funds, whichever is earlier. It was mentioned in the contract that the he 
shall not claim for regularization against the post. Petitioner has not made any averments in the 
claim nor has led any evidence that project is still running or the funds are still available with 
respondent no. 1. Thus no violation of terms of Ex. PW-1/B has been established.   

 
13.  The petitioner has claimed that the services of the petitioner shown through 

different contractors namely Rainbow, Sona Enterprises and lastly shown through respondent no. 3, 
are totally illegal and petitioner was infact an employee of respondents no. 1 & 2 as such he shall 
be deemed to be employee of respondents no. 1 & 2. The agreement if any executed between the 
university and the so called contractors is shame, nominal and merely camouflage. So far as the 
claim of the petitioner is concerned, the petitioner has not lead any evidence on record to establish 
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that respondent no.1 was maintaining  the  record  pertaining  to the work of petitioner under the 
Labour Laws, Factory Act and Payment of Wages Act. There is no evidence to show that any ESI 
and EPF contribution were deducted by respondent no. 1 towards the petitioner. There is nothing 
on record to suggest that there existed relationship of employer-employee between petitioner and 
respondents no. 1 and 2 as claimed by the petitioner. The petitioner has not called for attendance 
register, his salary bills or other record of respondents no. 1 & 2 to prove that he was working 
under the direct control and supervision of respondents no. 1 & 2 and he was wrongly shown to be 
employed with respondents no. 1 & 2 through contractor i.e. respondent no. 3.  
 

14.  The Hon’ble Apex Court in case titled as Balwant Rai Saluja & Anr. Vs. Air 
India Ltd. (2014) SCC-9 407, has observed as under: 

   
“53.  This Court would first refer to the relevant pronouncements by various English 
Courts in order to analyze their approach regarding employer-employee 
relationship."  

 
54.  In Ready Mix Concrete (South East) Ltd v. Minister of Pensions and National 
Insurance, [1968] 2 QB 497, McKenna J. laid down three conditions for the existence 
of a contract of service. As provided at p.515 in the Ready Mix Concrete case (supra), 
the conditions are as follows: 
 

“(i) The servant agrees that, in consideration of a wage or other remuneration, 
he will provide his own work and skill in the performance of some service for 
his master; (ii) he agrees, expressly or impliedly, that in the performance of 
that service he will be subject to the other's control in a sufficient degree to 
make that other master; (iii) the other provisions of the contract are consistent 
with its being a contract of service.” 
 

55.  In Ready Mix Concrete case (supra), McKenna J. further elaborated upon the 
above-quoted conditions. As regards the first, he stated that there must be wages or 
remuneration; else there is no consideration and therefore no contract of any kind. As 
regards the second condition, he stated that control would include the power of 
deciding the thing to be done, the way in which it shall be done, the means to be 
employed in doing it, the time when and the place where it shall be done. Furthermore, 
to establish a master-servant relationship, such control must be existent in a sufficient 
degree. 

 
19.  McKenna J. further referred to Lord Thankerton's “four indicia” of a contract 
of service said in Short v. J. and W. Henderson Ltd. (1946) 62 TLR 427. The J. and W. 
Henderson case (supra) at p.429, observes as follows: 
 

“(a) The master's power of selection of his servant; (b) the payment of wages or 
other remuneration; (c) the master's right to control the method of doing the 
work; and (d) the master's right of suspension or dismissal.” 

 
57.  A recent decision by the Queen’s Bench, in JGE v. The Trustees of Portsmouth 
Roman Catholic Diocesan Trust, [2012] EWCA Civ 938, Lord Justice Ward, while 
discussing the hallmarks of the employer-employee relationship, observed that an 
employee works under the supervision and direction of his employer, whereas an 
independent contractor is his own master bound by his contract but not by his 
employer's orders. Lord Justice Ward followed the observations made by McKenna J. 
in the Ready Mix Concrete case (supra) as mentioned above. The JGE case (supra), 
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further noted that ‘control’ was an important factor in determining an employer-
employee relationship. It was held, after referring to numerous judicial decisions, that 
there was no single test to determine such a relationship. Therefore what would be 
needed to be done is to marshal various tests, which should cumulatively point either 
towards an employer-employee relationship or away from one.”  

 
15.   Apart from this, the Hon’ble Supreme Court in case titled as The Joint 

Secretary, Central Board of Secondary Education and Anr. Vs. Raj Kumar Mishra and 
others, 2025 LLR 474 has held that “for a person to claim employment under any organization, a 
direct master-servant relationship has to be established on paper”. The relevant portion of the 
judgment is reproduced as under: 

 
“6. Having considered the facts and circumstances of the case(s) and submissions of 
learned counsel for the parties, we find substance in the contentions of learned counsel 
for the appellants. The issue whether the private respondents were employees of the 
appellants, is the crux of the matter. Whatever material has been placed and even the 
best point which was argued by the learned Senior Counsel for the private 
respondents before this Court was that since there was supervisory and jurisdictional 
control over the private respondents by the appellants, ipso facto, they would become 
employees of the appellants is noted only to be rejected."  

 
7.  This is not only a very simplistic approach, but also a totally erroneous 
approach in law. For a person to claim employment under any organization, a direct 
master-servant relationship has to  be established on paper. In the present case(s), 
admittedly, the only document, which the private respondents have in their favour, is 
showing that they were posted at various places doing different nature of work. 

 
8.  This clearly in the considered opinion of the Court would not establish master-
servant relationship.  

 
9.  Had it been the case where there were other materials also in favour of the 
private respondents in both cases showing that they may have a case for being 
considered as an employee of the appellants, we may not have interfered with the 
orders impugned and would have left it to the Labour Court to once again to go into 
the matter(s) on merits. However, when the best defence of the private respondents in 
both cases, as discussed supra, has been found to be totally of no consequence to the 
private respondents in both cases, we find that the remand would be an exercise in 
futility. 

     
16.  The other limb of arguments advanced by Ld. Counsel for the petitioner is that 

agreement if any executed between respondents no. 1 & 2 and respondent no. 3 is shame, nominal 
and merely a camouflage but apart from making bare averments in this regard nothing has been 
produced on record that to substantiate this plea. Moreover, the Hon’ble High Court of Himachal 
Pradesh in case titled as Manoj Kumar Vs. Sintex Industrial 2016 SCC Online HP 4276 has 
held as under: 

  
“15. An effort has been made to belie the evidence produced by the respondent while 
submitting that as per the testimony of RW-3 Lalit in his cross-examination, M/s Apex 
Management Limited was registered as Contractor only in 2003 and as such how the 
said Contractor could have employed the petitioner in the respondent-establishment in 
the year 2001, however, unsuccessfully for the reason that it was merely a suggestion 
given to RW-3 and no other and further evidence has been produced to show that in 
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the year 2001 M/s Apex Management Consultant was not a registered Contractor. 
Otherwise also, the Apex Court in Dina Nath and others Vs. National Fertilisers 
Limited and others, AIR 1992 SC 457, has held that if a contractor is not registered 
one, penal action under Sections 23 and 25 of the Contract Act can be initiated against 
the principal employer or contractor, as the case may be, and the petitioner-workman 
can not claim himself to be the employee of principal employer on that score. This 
judgment reads as follows: 
  
"It is not for the High Court to inquire into the question and decide whether the 
employment of contract labour in any process, operation or in any other work in any 
establishment should be abolished or not. It is a matter for the decision of the 
Government after considering the matter, as required to be considered under Section 
10 of the Act. 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 afore-quoted observations of the Madras High Court about the effect of 
nonregistration 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.”  
 
16. Similar is the view of the matter taken by Jharkhand High Court in Their 
Workmen, Bihar Collery Kamgar Union Vs. Bharat Coking Coal Limited and 
another, 2014 LLR 842. This judgment reads as follows: 
  
“12.  Learned counsel for the respondent management submitted that in the case of 
Dena Nath & Ors. [(1992) 1 SCC 695], Hon’ble Supreme Court held that the effect of 
non-compliance of the provisions of CLRA Act of 1970, i.e. non-registration of the 
establishment under Section 7 of the Act and non-possession of licence under Section 
12 of the Act would not result in regularization of the concerned workmen, rather it 
would result in penal consequences – that is, prosecution under Section 23/24 of the 
CLRA Act, 1970 and therefore, the finding of the Tribunal that the contract labour 
system is sham or camouflage was an erroneous finding and referring to the findings 
of the Tribunal that the arrangement of the management is camouflage, learned Single 
Judge held that the said finding is in clear teeth of the decision rendered by Hon’ble 
Supreme Court in the case of Dena Nath & Ors. v. National Fertilizer Ltd. [(1992) 1 
SCC 695] and para 22 thereof reads as under: 
  
“22. It is not for the High Court to inquire into the question and decide whether the 
employment of contract labour in any process, operation or in any other work in any 
establishment should be abolished or not. It is a matter for the decision of the 
government after considering the matter, as required to be considered under Section 
10 of the Act. The only consequences provided in the Act where either the principal 
employer or the labour contractor violates the provision of Sections 9 (sic 7) and 12 
respectively is the penal provision, as envisaged under the Act for which reference may 
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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 afore-quoted 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.  "Therefore, even if it is presumed that M/s Apex Management Consultant was 
not a registered Contractor in the year 2001, it does not extend a right in favour of the 
petitioner-workman to claim that he was the employee of respondent-establishment or 
he has been removed from the service in violation of Section 25-F of the Act.”    

 
17.  Keeping in view the detailed discussion made hereinabove, the petitioner has 

miserably failed to establish on record that he was the employee of respondents no.1 and 2 and his 
services were illegally shown through respondent no. 3.    
 

18.  Though it was argued by the learned counsel for the petitioner that since the 
respondents have not chosen to contest this case as such the claim of the petitioner stand establish, 
but it is settled that the petitioner is required to stand on his own feet to prove the allegations 
levelled in the claim.  

 
19.  So far notice Ex. PW-1/C is concerned, it was required for the petitioner to have 

proved that he had completed 240 days in last preceding 12 months with respondent no. 3 before he 
could take the benefits of the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act.   

  
20. In Municipal Corporation, Faridabad v. Siri Niwas (2004 (8) SCC 195), it was 

held that the burden was on the workman to show that he was working for more than 240 days in 
the preceding one year prior to his alleged retrenchment. In M.P. Electricity Board v. Hariram 
(2004 (8) SCC 246) the position was again reiterated in paragraph 11 as follows: 

 
“The above burden having not been discharged and the Labour Court having held so, 
in our opinion, the Industrial Court and the High Court erred in basing an order of 
reinstatement solely on an adverse inference drawn erroneously. At this stage it may 
be useful to refer to a judgment of this Court in the case of Municipal Corporation, 
Faridabad v. Siri Niwas JT 2004 (7) SC 248 wherein this Court disagreed with the 
High Court's view of drawing an adverse inference in regard to the nonproduction of 
certain relevant documents. This is what this Court had to say in that regard:" 
 
"A court of law even in a case where provisions of the Indian Evidence Act apply, may 
presume or may not presume that if a party despite possession of the best evidence had 
not produced the same, it would have gone against his contentions. The matter, 
however, would be different where despite direction by a court the evidence is 
withheld. Presumption as to adverse inference for non-production of evidence is 
always optional and one of the factors which is required to be taken into consideration 
is the background of facts involved in the lis. The presumption, thus, is not obligatory 
because notwithstanding the intentional non-production, other circumstances may 
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exist upon which such intentional non-production may be found to be justifiable on 
some reasonable grounds. In the instant case, the Industrial Tribunal did not draw 
any adverse inference against the appellant. It was within its jurisdiction to do so 
particularly having regard to the nature of the evidence adduced by the respondent." 
 
21.  In Manager, Reserve Bank of India, Bangalore v. S. Mani and Ors. (2005(5) 

SCC 100) a three-Judge Bench of this Court again considered the matter and held that the initial 
burden of proof was on the workman to show that he had completed 240 days of service. Tribunal’s 
view that the burden was on the employer was held to be erroneous. In Batala Cooperative Sugar 
Mills Ltd. v. Sowaran Singh (2005 (7) Supreme 165) it was held as follows: 

  
“So far as the question of onus regarding working for more than 240 days is 
concerned, as observed by this Court in Range Forest Officer v. S.T. Hadimani (2002 
(3) SCC 25) the onus is on the workman.”  

 
22.  The document Ex. PW-1/C only establish on record that the petitioner was deployed 

by respondent no. 3 with respondents no. 1 & 2 and his services were terminated by respondent no. 
3 vide Ex. PW-1/C, on the ground that he had tempered/ forged some document. Petitioner has not 
preferred any claim against respondent no. 3 for his reinstatement neither petitioner has led any 
evidence that he had completed 240 days with respondent 3 prior to his illegal termination. The 
petitioner has also failed to prove any violation of Section 9-A of the Act. Petitioner has neither 
produced any appointment letter issued by respondent no. 3 nor any attendance register or 
documents has been produced to establish that he had completed more than 240 days in each 
calendar year with respondent no. 3 or in preceding 12 months prior to his termination vide Ex. 
PW-1/C. Petitioner while leading evidence Ex. PW-1/A has not made any averment that on which 
date, month or year he was engaged by respondent no. 3 and deputed with respondents no. 1 & 2 
nor there is any averment that he had completed 240 days with respondent no. 3  in preceding 12 
months with respondent no. 3  rather the petitioner has taken the stand that he was not the employee 
of respondent no. 3 and was wrongly shown to be employee of respondent no. 3, deputed with 
respondent no. 1 & 2 as a contractual labour, as such he is also not entitled for any relief even 
against respondent no. 3.   
 

23.  The next contention which has been raised by the petitioner is that the respondents 
have retained persons junior to him  and have also engaged new hands which is clear cut violation 
of Section 25-G of the Act. Though, the petitioner has mentioned the names of the junior persons, 
however there is no evidence that when these junior persons were engaged, who had engaged them 
and who are the persons who have been freshly engaged after the termination of the petitioner from 
the services. In view of the above discussion no violation of Section 25-G and 25-H has been 
established.   
 

24.  In view of the discussions made above the petitioner has failed to establish his case 
for reinstatement and for back wages and other services benefits as well as for regularization of his 
services, as such he is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him.      
 
RELIEF 

 
25. In view of my aforesaid discussion, petitioner has failed to establish his claim 

against respondents as such the claim filed by the petitioner fails and is hereby dismissed by 
holding that the petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him in this reference. The 
reference is answered in the aforesaid terms.  
 

26.  Let a copy of this award be communicated to the appropriate Government for 
publication in the official gazette. The file after due completion be tagged with the main case file. 
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  Announced in the open Court today on this 25th day of February, 2026. 
 

 Sd/- 
            (ANUJA SOOD), 

   Presiding Judge, 
Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Shimla (H.P.). 

 
____________ 

 
IN THE COURT OF ANUJA SOOD, PRESIDING JUDGE 

HP INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, SHIMLA 
     

Reference No  :    23 of 2025 
 

Instituted on     :    16-05-2025  
 

Decided on       :    25-02-2026   
 
  Anil Kumar, s/o Sh. Rattan Singh, r/o V.P.O. Shillog, Korgi, Tehsil Kamroo, District Solan, H.P.  
 ..Petitioner.   
 

VERSUS 
 

1. Dr. Y.S. Parmar University of Horticulture and Forestry Nauni, Solan, H.P., through 
its registrar. 
 

2. The Associate Director (R&E) Regional Horticulture Research Training Station 
(RHR & TS) Dhaulakuan, District Sirmaur, H.P.  

 
3. Orien Safety & Security Pvt. Ltd. SF-20, City Emporium Mall Plot No. 143 A, Industrial  

Area, Phase-I Chandigarh, through its Authorized Signatory.         .. Respondents.  
 

Claim petition under Section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947   
 

For the petitioner         : Sh. R.K. Khidtta, Advocate 
 

For the respondent no. 1   :  ex-parte   
 

For the respondent no. 2   :  ex-parte  
 

For the respondent no. 3   :  ex-parte  
 

AWARD 
 
  The present claim petition has been filed by the petitioner directly before this Court under 
Section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter to be referred as the Act) with the 
prayer to set aside the termination order dated 12-12-2024 of the petitioner passed by the 
respondent no. 3 w.e.f. 13-12-2024 without complying with the provisions of the Act and in 
violation of Section 33 of the I.D. Act with the further prayer that respondent be directed to 
reinstate the petitioner with all consequential service benefits including full back wages w.e.f.        
13-12-2024 and the services of the petitioner may be regularized as per the policy of the State 
Government.  
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2.  The facts as emerges from the statement of claim are that the petitioner is the 

permanent R/O V.P.O. Shillog, Korgi, Tehsil Kamroo, District Solan, H.P. who was engaged as 
Fieldworker/ Beldar/ Class-IV/ Helper by the respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 in the month of 
July, 2013 and he was asked to join his duty with respondent no. 2 at place Dhaulakuan where the 
attendance of the petitioner was regularly marked in inventory register/ attendance register which 
was maintained by the Associate Director at Dhaulakuan and he worked as such till 29.06.2016. 
Thereafter, petitioner was engaged as Fieldman/ Gardner w.e.f. 01.03.2017 and worked as such till 
01.07.2021 under respondent no. 1. Petitioner was also allotted government accommodation of 
quarter type-II house vide office order dated 21.07.2018 by the respondent no. 2. After 01.07.2021 
the petitioner was engaged on contractual basis as Fieldworker/ Beldar/ Class-IV by the Director of 
Research Dr. Y.S. Parmar University Solan and worked as such till 12.12.2024. However, before 
changing the service condition of the petitioner, the respondent university did not comply with the 
mandatory provision of Section 9-A of the Act. The services of the petitioner have been shown to 
be engaged through contractor by the university illegally. Whereas, the petitioner was actually 
engaged by the university and he was working under the direct control and supervision of the 
university for all purposes and performed his duty as per the direction issued by the officials of the 
respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 from time to time. Respondent no. 3, through letter dated 
12.12.2024 without complying with the mandatory provisions of the Act and without any authority 
terminated the services of the petitioner w.e.f. 13.12.2024. Respondent no. 3 was not having any 
power to terminate the services of the petitioner, as petitioner was engaged by the respondent no. 1 
and respondent no. 2. The services of the petitioner shown through the different contractor namely 
Rainbow, Sona Enterprises and lastly shown through respondent no. 3 is totally illegal as the 
university has no license to engage the worker through contractor nor the so called contractors have 
any license as per the Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970 to deploy the contract 
labour with the university. The contract of the fieldworker/ Beldar/ Class-IV/ Helper and Field 
Assistant given to the respondent no. 3 by the respondent no. 1 is totally illegal as the petitioner and 
other workers were engaged by the respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 shown through the 
contractor deem to be employed of respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 as the contract executed 
between the university and so called contractor namely Rainbow Enterprises, Sona Enterprises and 
lastly with the respondent no. 3 is not valid in the eyes of the law. The agreement if any executed 
between the university and so called contractor is shame, nominal and merely  camouflage as day 
to day work, administrative control and supervision over the petitioner was exercised by the 
respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2. The services of the petitioner have been terminated by the 
respondent no. 3 at the instance of respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 without following the 
mandatory provisions of the Act. Petitioner filed the writ petition for regularization before the 
Hon’ble High Court of HP and the case was registered as CWP No. 10356/2024. After receiving 
the notice in the writ petition, university as well as the company instead of filing the reply became 
vindictive and services of the petitioner were illegally terminated vide termination letter dated 
12.12.2024, whereas the services of junior persons of the petitioner have been retained by the 
respondent in utter violation of “last come first go”. It is averred that junior persons to the petitioner 
namely Zafer Ali, Balbir, Sunil, Baldev, Tarseem and Aruna Devi are still working and new 
persons have been engaged to perform the work by the respondent. Petitioner has already 
completed 240 days in each calendar year, as such the termination of services of the petitioner 
without complying with the mandatory provisions of Section 9-A, 25-F, 25-G, 25-H and 25-N of 
the Act is totally illegal. It is averred that the demand notice was raised by the petitioner on          
24-12-2024 upon which respondents were summoned by the conciliation officer and respondents 
had also filed reply. The appropriate government failed to send the reference to this Court within 45 
days, as such the present claim petition under Section 2-A has been directly filed by the petitioner 
before this Court. Petitioner through this claim petition has prayed that the impugned termination 
order dated 13.12.2024 passed by the respondent no. 3 be declared null and void and petitioner be 
re-instated in services w.e.f. 13.12.2024 with all service benefits including full back wages, 
continuity and seniority. Apart from this, the petitioner has also prayed that the action of the 



 

 

603jkti=] fgekpy izns'k] 08 vizSy] 2026@18 pS=] 1948    
respondent university whereby the petitioner has been shown to be engaged through contractor be 
held illegal and the respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 be directed to pay all the service benefits 
to the petitioner including the regularization of the services as per the Government policy. Apart 
from this, petitioner has also prayed that the respondents be also directed to pay the damages to the 
tune of Rs. 10 Lakh and litigation costs of Rs. 55,000/-. The claim petition is duly supported with 
an affidavit of Sh. Anil Kumar, petitioner.            

 
3.  Notices of this claim petition were sent to the respondents, however despite service 

in accordance with law, the respondents did not appear and were proceeded against ex-parte vide 
order dated 04-07-2025.                             

 
4.  Coming to evidence led by the petitioner, petitioner has stepped into the witness box 

as PW-1 and led his evidence by way of affidavit Ex. PW-1/A, which is just a reproduction of the 
averments as made in the petition. The petitioner has also tendered in evidence copy of office order 
dated 21-07-2018 Ex. PW-1/B, termination letter Ex. PW-1/C, demand notice Ex. PW-1/D, letter 
issued by Labour Officer Ex. PW-1/E and duty pass dated 07-05-2021 Ex. PW-1/F.  

 
5.  Petitioner also examined, Sh. Desh Raj, who appeared into the witness box as PW-2 

to depose that he is running garment shop at Dhaulakaun for the last 15 years and he knows the 
petitioner who was working with Associate Director Regional Horticulture Research Training 
Station, Dhaulakaun for last more than 12 years. He further deposed that he has seen the petitioner 
working with the respondent department and no contract workers were working with the 
respondent department.   

 
6.  Petitioner also examined, Sh. Layak Ram, who appeared into the witness box as 

PW-3 and deposed that he knows the petitioner and had seen him working with the respondent 
department for last 12 years.  

 
7.  These witnesses have not been cross-examined, as the respondents have already 

proceeded against ex-parte.  

 
8.   This is the entire evidence led by the petitioner. 

 
9.  So far as the present claim is concerned, the petitioner has claimed that he was 

employee of respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 as he was engaged as Fieldworker/ Beldar/ 
Class-IV/ Helper in the month of July, 2013. Thereafter he was asked to join the duty with 
respondent no. 2 at place Dhaulakuan where the attendance of the petitioner was regularly marked 
in inventory register/ attendance register maintained by the Associate Director at Dhaulakuan and 
he worked as such till 29.06.2016. There after he was engaged as Fieldman/Gargner under 
respondent No1. After 01.07.2021 the petitioner was appointed on contractual basis as Fieldworker/ 
Beldar/ Class-IV by respondent no. 2 and worked as such till 12.12.2024. However, before 
changing the service condition of the petitioner the respondent university did not comply with the 
mandatory provisions of Section 9-A of the Act. The services of the petitioner have been shown to 
be engaged through contractor by respondent no. 1 illegally. Whereas, he was working under the 
direct control and supervision of respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2. It is further claimed that 
respondent no. 3 through letter dated 12-12-2024 without complying the mandatory provisions of 
the Act, terminated the services of the petitioner w.e.f. 13-12-2024. The respondent no. 3 was not 
having any power to terminate the services of the petitioner, as the petitioner was engaged by 
respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2.  
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10.  So far as the present claim is concerned, the document placed by the petitioner to 

show his employment with respondents no. 1 & 2 is Ex. PW-1/B. The same is office order dated 
21-07-2018 which reads as under: 

    
“Considering the request, made by Sh. Anil Kumar, Labourer (outsource) a vacant lying 
quarter in type-II is hereby allotted in his favour. He will be responsible for the 
maintenance of the quarter and will pay the license fee every month in advance the 
undersigned, besides the electricity and water charges to the departments concerned. 
 
The above contractual labourer may occupy the accommodation within 10 days from the 
issue of this letter and report for the same to the undersigned.”   

 
The perusal of the above office order clearly establish on record that the petitioner was 
referred as contractual labourer and on his request the vacant lying quarter in type-II was 
allotted in his favour. The contractual labourer i.e. petitioner was asked to occupy the 
accommodation within 10 days from the issuance of this letter. So far as, this office letter is 
concerned the same has been produced by the petitioner which establish on record that 
petitioner was working as labourer on outsource. Ex. PW-1/C is a job discontinuation letter 
which has been issued by respondent no. 3 to the petitioner. Petitioner though has claim that 
he was a regular employee of respondent no. 1 and 2 but through letter dated 12-12-2024, 
the services of the petitioner have been terminated without complying with mandatory 
provisions of law and without any authority. The claim of the petitioner is that the services 
of the petitioner have been shown through different contract namely Rainbow, Sona 
enterprises and lastly shown through respondent no. 3 which is totally illegal as the 
university has no license to engage the worker through contractor nor the contractors have 
any license as per the Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970 to deploy the 
contract employee with the university.  
 
11. The petitioner though has also claimed that he was the employee of respondents no. 

1 and 2 and there was relationship of employer and employee between petitioner and respondent 
no.1 and respondent no. 2 since July, 2013 to 13-12-2024, but there is nothing on record to 
substantiate this plea of the petitioner. No appointment letter has been produced by the petitioner to 
substantiate this plea nor any attendance register has been produced to show that he was working 
under the direct control and supervision of respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 since July, 2013 
to 13-12-2024. The onus is heavily on the petitioner to prove that there was relationship of 
employer and employee between respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 with the petitioner since 
July, 2013 to 13.12.2024. 
 

12.  The Hon’ble Apex Court in case titled as Balwant Rai Saluja & Anr. Vs. Air 
India Ltd. (2014) SCC-9 407, has observed as under: 

   
“53. This Court would first refer to the relevant pronouncements by various English 
Courts in order to analyze their approach regarding employer-employee 
relationship." 
  
54. In Ready Mix Concrete (South East) Ltd v. Minister of Pensions and National 
Insurance, [1968] 2 QB 497, McKenna J. laid down three conditions for the existence 
of a contract of service. As provided at p.515 in the Ready Mix Concrete case (supra), 
the conditions are as follows: 
 

“(i) The servant agrees that, in consideration of a wage or other remuneration, 
he will provide his own work and skill in the performance of some service for 
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his master; (ii) he agrees, expressly or impliedly, that in the performance of 
that service he will be subject to the other's control in a sufficient degree to 
make that other master; (iii) the other provisions of the contract are consistent 
with its being a contract of service.” 

 
55. In Ready Mix Concrete case (supra), McKenna J. further elaborated upon the 
above-quoted conditions. As regards the first, he stated that there must be wages or 
remuneration; else there is no consideration and therefore no contract of any kind. As 
regards the second condition, he stated that control would include the power of 
deciding the thing to be done, the way in which it shall be done, the means to be 
employed in doing it, the time when and the place where it shall be done. Furthermore, 
to establish a master-servant relationship, such control must be existent in a sufficient 
degree. 

 
19.  McKenna J. further referred to Lord Thankerton's “four indicia” of a contract 
of service said in Short v. J. and W. Henderson Ltd. (1946) 62 TLR 427. The J. and W. 
Henderson case (supra) at p.429, observes as follows: 
 

“(a) The master's power of selection of his servant; (b) the payment of wages or 
other remuneration; (c) the master's right to control the method of doing the 
work; and (d) the master's right of suspension or dismissal.” 

 
57.  A recent decision by the Queen’s Bench, in JGE v. The Trustees of Portsmouth 
Roman Catholic Diocesan Trust, [2012] EWCA Civ 938, Lord Justice Ward, while 
discussing the hallmarks of the employer-employee relationship, observed that an 
employee works under the supervision and direction of his employer, whereas an 
independent contractor is his own master bound by his contract but not by his 
employer's orders. Lord Justice Ward followed the observations made by McKenna J. 
in the Ready Mix Concrete case (supra) as mentioned above. The JGE case (supra), 
further noted that ‘control’ was an important factor in determining an employer-
employee relationship. It was held, after referring to numerous judicial decisions, that 
there was no single test to determine such a relationship. Therefore what would be 
needed to be done is to marshal various tests, which should cumulatively point either 
towards an employer-employee relationship or away from one.”  

 
13.  Apart from this, the Hon’ble Supreme Court in case titled as The Joint 

Secretary, Central Board of Secondary Education and Anr. Vs. Raj Kumar Mishra and 
others, 2025 LLR 474 has held that “for a person to claim employment under any organization, a 
direct master-servant relationship has to be established on paper”. The relevant portion of the 
judgment is reproduced as under: 

 
“6. Having considered the facts and circumstances of the case(s) and submissions of 
learned counsel for the parties, we find substance in the contentions of learned counsel 
for the appellants. The issue whether the private respondents were employees of the 
appellants, is the crux of the matter. Whatever material has been placed and even the 
best point which was argued by the learned Senior Counsel for the private 
respondents before this Court was that since there was supervisory and jurisdictional 
control over the private respondents by the appellants, ipso facto, they would become 
employees of the appellants is noted only to be rejected."  

 
7.  This is not only a very simplistic approach, but also a totally erroneous 
approach in law. For a person to claim employment under any organization, a direct 
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master-servant relationship has to  be established on paper. In the present case(s), 
admittedly, the only document, which the private respondents have in their favour, is 
showing that they were posted at various places doing different nature of work. 

 
8.  This clearly in the considered opinion of the Court would not establish master-
servant relationship.  

 
9.  Had it been the case where there were other materials also in favour of the 
private respondents in both cases showing that they may have a case for being 
considered as an employee of the appellants, we may not have interfered with the 
orders impugned and would have left it to the Labour Court to once again to go into 
the matter(s) on merits. However, when the best defence of the private respondents in 
both cases, as discussed supra, has been found to be totally of no consequence to the 
private respondents in both cases, we find that the remand would be an exercise in 
futility. 

     
14.  The other limb of arguments advanced by Ld. Counsel for the petitioner is that 

agreement if any executed between respondents no. 1 & 2 and respondent no. 3 is shame, nominal 
and merely a camouflage but apart from making bare averments in this regard nothing has been 
produced on record that to substantiate this plea. Moreover, the Hon’ble High Court of Himachal 
Pradesh in case titled as Manoj Kumar Vs. Sintex Industrial 2016 SCC Online HP 4276 has 
held as under: 

  
“15. An effort has been made to belie the evidence produced by the respondent while 
submitting that as per the testimony of RW-3 Lalit in his cross-examination, M/s Apex 
Management Limited was registered as Contractor only in 2003 and as such how the 
said Contractor could have employed the petitioner in the respondent-establishment in 
the year 2001, however, unsuccessfully for the reason that it was merely a suggestion 
given to RW-3 and no other and further evidence has been produced to show that in 
the year 2001 M/s Apex Management Consultant was not a registered Contractor. 
Otherwise also, the Apex Court in Dina Nath and others Vs. National Fertilisers 
Limited and others, AIR 1992 SC 457, has held that if a contractor is not registered 
one, penal action under Sections 23 and 25 of the Contract Act can be initiated against 
the principal employer or contractor, as the case may be, and the petitioner-workman 
can not claim himself to be the employee of principal employer on that score. This 
judgment reads as follows:"  
 
"It is not for the High Court to inquire into the question and decide whether the 
employment of contract labour in any process, operation or in any other work in any 
establishment should be abolished or not. It is a matter for the decision of the 
Government after considering the matter, as required to be considered under Section 
10 of the Act. 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 afore-quoted observations of the Madras High Court about the effect of 
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nonregistration 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.”  

 
16. Similar is the view of the matter taken by Jharkhand High Court in Their 
Workmen, Bihar Collery Kamgar Union Vs. Bharat Coking Coal Limited and 
another, 2014 LLR 842. This judgment reads as follows:  

 
“12. Learned counsel for the respondent management submitted that in the case of 
Dena Nath & Ors. [(1992) 1 SCC 695], Hon’ble Supreme Court held that the effect of 
non-compliance of the provisions of CLRA Act of 1970, i.e. non-registration of the 
establishment under Section 7 of the Act and non-possession of licence under Section 
12 of the Act would not result in regularization of the concerned workmen, rather it 
would result in penal consequences – that is, prosecution under Section 23/24 of the 
CLRA Act, 1970 and therefore, the finding of the Tribunal that the contract labour 
system is sham or camouflage was an erroneous finding and referring to the findings 
of the Tribunal that the arrangement of the management is camouflage, learned Single 
Judge held that the said finding is in clear teeth of the decision rendered by Hon’ble 
Supreme Court in the case of Dena Nath & Ors. v. National Fertilizer Ltd. [(1992) 1 
SCC 695] and para 22 thereof reads as under:"  

 

“22. It is not for the High Court to inquire into the question and decide whether the 
employment of contract labour in any process, operation or in any other work in any 
establishment should be abolished or not. It is a matter for the decision of the 
government after considering the matter, as required to be considered under Section 
10 of the Act. The only consequences provided in the Act where either the principal 
employer or the labour contractor violates the provision of Sections 9 (sic 7) 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 afore-quoted 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.  Therefore, even if it is presumed that M/s Apex Management Consultant was 
not a registered Contractor in the year 2001, it does not extend a right in favour of the 
petitioner-workman to claim that he was the employee of respondent-establishment or 
he has been removed from the service in violation of Section 25-F of the Act.”    

 
15.  Keeping in view the detailed discussion made hereinabove, the petitioner has 

miserably failed to establish on record that he was the employee of respondents no.1 and 2 and his 
services were illegally shown through respondent no. 3.    
 

16.  Though it was argued by the learned counsel for the petitioner that since the 
respondents have not chosen to contest this case as such the claim of the petitioner stand establish, 
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but it is settled that the petitioner is required to stand on his own feet to prove the allegations 
levelled in the claim.  
 

17.  So far notice Ex. PW-1/C is concerned, it was required for the petitioner to have 
proved that he had completed 240 days in last preceding 12 months with respondent no. 3 before he 
could take the benefits of the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act.    
 

18. In Municipal Corporation, Faridabad v. Siri Niwas (2004 (8) SCC 195), it was 
held that the burden was on the workman to show that he was working for more than 240 days in 
the preceding one year prior to his alleged retrenchment. In M.P. Electricity Board v. Hariram 
(2004 (8) SCC 246) the position was again reiterated in paragraph 11 as follows: 

 
“The above burden having not been discharged and the Labour Court having held so, 

in our opinion, the Industrial Court and the High Court erred in basing an order of 
reinstatement solely on an adverse inference drawn erroneously. At this stage it may be useful 
to refer to a judgment of this Court in the case of Municipal Corporation, Faridabad v. Siri 
Niwas JT 2004 (7) SC 248 wherein this Court disagreed with the High Court's view of 
drawing an adverse inference in regard to the nonproduction of certain relevant documents. 
This is what this Court had to say in that regard:" 

  
"A court of law even in a case where provisions of the Indian Evidence Act apply, may 
presume or may not presume that if a party despite possession of the best evidence had 
not produced the same, it would have gone against his contentions. The matter, 
however, would be different where despite direction by a court the evidence is 
withheld. Presumption as to adverse inference for non-production of evidence is 
always optional and one of the factors which is required to be taken into consideration 
is the background of facts involved in the lis. The presumption, thus, is not obligatory 
because notwithstanding the intentional non-production, other circumstances may 
exist upon which such intentional non-production may be found to be justifiable on 
some reasonable grounds. In the instant case, the Industrial Tribunal did not draw 
any adverse inference against the appellant. It was within its jurisdiction to do so 
particularly having regard to the nature of the evidence adduced by the respondent." 

 
19.  In Manager, Reserve Bank of India, Bangalore v. S. Mani and Ors. (2005(5) 

SCC 100) a three-Judge Bench of this Court again considered the matter and held that the initial 
burden of proof was on the workman to show that he had completed 240 days of service. Tribunal’s 
view that the burden was on the employer was held to be erroneous. In Batala Cooperative Sugar 
Mills Ltd. v. Sowaran Singh (2005 (7) Supreme 165) it was held as follows:  

 
“So far as the question of onus regarding working for more than 240 days is 
concerned, as observed by this Court in Range Forest Officer v. S.T. Hadimani (2002 
(3) SCC 25) the onus is on the workman.”  

 
20.  The document Ex. PW-1/C only establish on record that the petitioner was deployed 

by respondent no. 3 with respondents no. 1 & 2 and his services were terminated by respondent no. 
3 vide Ex. PW-1/C, on the ground that he had tempered/ forged some document. Petitioner has not 
preferred any claim against respondent no. 3 for his reinstatement neither petitioner has led any 
evidence that he had completed 240 days with respondent 3 prior to his illegal termination. The 
petitioner has also failed to prove any violation of Section 9-A of the Act. Petitioner has neither 
produced any appointment letter issued by respondent no. 3 nor any attendance register or 
documents has been produced to establish that he had completed more than 240 days in each 
calendar year with respondent no. 3 or in preceding 12 months prior to his termination vide Ex. 
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PW-1/C. Petitioner while leading evidence Ex. PW-1/A has not made any averment that on which 
date, month or year he was engaged by respondent no. 3 and deputed with respondents no. 1 & 2 
nor there is any averment that he had completed 240 days with respondent no. 3  in preceding 12 
months with respondent no. 3  rather the petitioner has taken the stand that he was not the employee 
of respondent no. 3 and was wrongly shown to be employee of respondent no. 3, deputed with 
respondent no. 1 & 2 as a contractual labour, as such he is also not entitled for any relief even 
against respondent no. 3.   
 

21.  The next contention which has been raised by the petitioner is that the respondents 
have retained persons junior to him  and have also engaged new hands which is clear cut violation 
of Section 25-G of the Act. Though, the petitioner has mentioned the names of the junior persons, 
however there is no evidence that when these junior persons were engaged, who had engaged them 
and who are the persons who have been freshly engaged after the termination of the petitioner from 
the services. In view of the above discussion no violation of Section 25-G and 25-H has been 
established.   
 

22.  In view of the discussions made above the petitioner has failed to establish his case 
for reinstatement and for back wages and other services benefits as well as for regularization of his 
services, as such he is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him.      
 
RELIEF 
 

23. In view of my aforesaid discussion, petitioner has failed to establish his claim 
against respondents as such the claim filed by the petitioner fails and is hereby dismissed by 
holding that the petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him in this reference. The 
reference is answered in the aforesaid terms.  
 

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

Announced in the open Court today on this 25th day of February, 2026. 
 

 Sd/- 
            (ANUJA SOOD), 

   Presiding Judge, 
Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Shimla (H.P.). 

____________ 
 

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

    
Reference No  :  24 of 2025 
Instituted on     :  16-05-2025 

 
Decided on       :  25-02-2026  

  
Jag Pal, s/o Late Sh. Bhuru Ram, r/o VPO Tatiyana, Tehsil Kamroo, District Sirmaur, H.P. 

  ..Petitioner.   
 

VERSUS 
 
 1. Dr. Y.S. Parmar University of Horticulture and Forestry Nauni, Solan, H.P., through its 
registrar. 
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2. The Associate Director (R&E) Regional Horticulture Research Training Station (RHR 

& TS) Dhaulakuan, District Sirmaur, H.P.  
 

3. Orien Safety & Security Pvt. Ltd. SF-20, City Emporium Mall Plot No. 143 A, 
Industrial Area, Phase-I Chandigarh, through its Authorized Signatory.    .. Respondents.  
 
 

Claim petition under Section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947   
 

For the petitioner         : Sh. R.K. Khidtta, Advocate 
 

For the respondent no. 1   :  ex-parte   
 

For the respondent no. 2   :  ex-parte 
 

For the respondent no. 3   :  ex-parte 
 

AWARD 
 
  The present claim petition has been filed by the petitioner directly before this Court under 
Section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter to be referred as the Act) with the 
prayer to set aside the oral termination order dated 15.05.2024 of the petitioner passed by the 
respondent no. 2 w.e.f. 16.05.2024 without complying with the provisions of the Act and in 
violation of provisons of the I.D. Act with the further prayer that respondent be directed to reinstate 
the petitioner with all consequential service benefits including full back wages w.e.f. 16.05.2024 
and the services of the petitioner may be regularized as per the policy of the State Government.  
 

2.  The facts as emerges from the statement of claim are that the petitioner is the 
permanent R/O V.P.O. Tatiyana, Tehsil Kamroo, District Sirmaur, H.P. who was engaged as 
Fieldman/ Gardner/ Beldar by the respondent no. 1 w.e.f. July, 2013 and he was asked to join his 
duty with respondent no. 2 at place Dhaulakuan where the attendance of the petitioner was 
regularly marked in inventory register/ attendance register which was maintained by the Associate 
Director at Dhaulakuan and he worked as such till March, 2017. Thereafter, petitioner was engaged 
as Fieldman/ Gardner w.e.f. 01.03.2017 and worked as such till 15.05.2024 under respondents no. 1 
and 2. Petitioner was also allotted government accommodation of quarter type-II house vide office 
order dated 31.10.2018 by the respondent no. 2. The services of the petitioner have been shown to 
be engaged through contractor by the university illegally. Whereas, the petitioner was actually 
engaged by the university and he was working under the direct control and supervision of the 
university for all purposes and performed his duty as per the direction issued by the officials of the 
respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 from time to time. Respondents without complying with the 
mandatory provisions of the Act and without any authority terminated the services of the petitioner 
orally w.e.f. 16-05-2024. Respondent was not having any power to terminate the services of the 
petitioner orally, as petitioner was working regularly and has completed 240 days in each calendar 
year. The services of the petitioner shown through the different contractor namely Rainbow, Sona 
Enterprises and lastly shown through respondent no. 3 is totally illegal as the university has no 
license to engage the worker through contractor nor the so called contractors have any license as 
per the Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970 to deploy the contract labour with 
the university. The contract of the fieldworker/ Beldar/ Class-IV/ Helper and Field Assistant given 
to the respondent no. 3 by the respondent no. 1 is totally illegal as the petitioner and other workers 
were engaged by the respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 shown through the contractor deem to 
be employed of respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 as the contract executed between the 
university and so called contractor namely Rainbow Enterprises, Sona Enterprises and lastly with 
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the respondent no. 3 is not valid in the eyes of the law. The agreement if any executed between the 
university and so called contractor is shame, nominal and merely camouflage as day to day work, 
administrative control and supervision over the petitioner was exercised by the respondent no. 1 
and respondent no. 2. The services of the petitioner have been terminated by the respondent without 
following the mandatory provisions of the Act. It is alleged that one Sh. Prem Pal Singh who is 
working as Laboratory Attendant at Regional Horticulture Research Training Station (RHR&TS) 
Dhaulakuan had misbehaved with the wife of the petitioner during the year 2020-2021 for which he 
was reprimanded at that time by the official of the university for his misbehavior. The said Sh. 
Prem Pal Singh had again misbehaved with the wife of the petitioner and have threatened her that if 
she resists or files any complaint against him he would get services of her husband terminated from 
the university. In this regard wife of the petitioner had lodged FIR No. 81/2024 against Prem Pal 
Singh. It is alleged that respondents no. 1 & 2 instead of taking action against Prem Pal Singh in 
connivance with respondent no. 3 orally terminated the services of the petitioner.  It is averred that 
junior persons to the petitioner namely Zafer Ali, Balbir, Sunil, Baldev, Tarseem and Aruna Devi 
are still working and new persons have been engaged to perform the work by the respondent. 
Petitioner has already completed 240 days in each calendar year, as such the termination of services 
of the petitioner without complying with the mandatory provisions of Section 9-A, 25-F, 25-G, 25-
H and 25-N of the Act is totally illegal. It is averred that the demand notice was raised by the 
petitioner on 01-10-2024 upon which respondents were summoned by the conciliation officer and 
respondents had also filed reply. The appropriate government failed to send the reference to this 
Court within 45 days, as such the present claim petition under Section 2-A has been directly filed 
by the petitioner before this Court. Petitioner through this claim petition has prayed that the 
impugned oral termination order dated 15-05-2024 passed by the respondents be declared null and 
void and petitioner be re-instated in services w.e.f. 15-05-2024 with all service benefits including 
full back wages, continuity and seniority. Apart from this, the petitioner has also prayed that the 
action of the respondent university whereby the petitioner has been shown to be engaged through 
contractor be held illegal and the respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 be directed to pay all the 
service benefits to the petitioner including the regularization of the services as per the Government 
policy. Apart from this, petitioner has also prayed that the respondents be also directed to pay the 
damages to the tune of Rs. 10 Lakh and litigation costs of Rs. 55,000/-. The claim petition is duly 
supported with an affidavit of Sh. Jag Pal, petitioner.            
 

3.  Notices of this claim petition were sent to the respondents, however despite service 
in accordance with law, the respondents did not appear and were proceeded against ex-parte vide 
order dated 04-07-2025.                             
 

4.  Coming to evidence led by the petitioner, petitioner has stepped into the witness box 
as PW-1 and led his evidence by way of affidavit Ex. PW-1/A, which is just a reproduction of the 
averments as made in the petition. The petitioner has also tendered in evidence letter dated 
31.10.2018 Ex. PW-1/B, copy of attendance register mark-PX, FIR dated 18.05.2024 Ex. PW-1/C, 
demand notice Ex. PW-1/D and reply to demand notice Ex. PW-1/E.  
 

5. Petitioner also examined, Sh. Desh Raj, who appeared into the witness box as PW-2 
to depose that he is running garment shop at Dhaulakaun for the last 15 years and he knows the 
petitioner who was working with Associate Director Regional Horticulture Research Training 
Station, Dhaulakaun for last more than 10 years. He further deposed that he has seen the petitioner 
working with the respondent department and no contract workers were working with the 
respondent department.   
 

6.  Petitioner also examined, Sh. Layak Ram, who appeared into the witness box as 
PW-3 and deposed that he knows the petitioner and had seen him working with the respondent 
department for last 10 years.  
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7.  These witnesses have not been cross-examined, as the respondents have already 

proceeded against ex-parte.  
 

8.  This is the entire evidence led by the petitioner. 
 

9.  So far as the present claim is concerned, the petitioner has claimed that he was 
employee of respondent no. 1 as he was engaged as Fieldman/ Gardner/ Beldar w.e.f. July, 2013. 
Thereafter he was asked to join the duty with respondent no. 2 at place Dhaulakuan where the 
attendance of the petitioner was regularly marked in inventory register/ attendance register 
maintained by the Associate Director at Dhaulakuan and he worked as such till March, 2017. 
Thereafter he was engaged as Fieldman/Gardner under respondent no. 1. The services of the 
petitioner have been shown to be engaged through contractor by respondent no. 1 illegally. 
Whereas, he was working under the direct control and supervision of respondent no. 1 and 
respondent no. 2. It is further claimed that respondent no. 2 through letter dated 15-05-2024 without 
complying the mandatory provisions of the Act, orally terminated the services of the petitioner 
w.e.f. 16-05-2024. The respondent no 3 was not having any power to terminate the services of the 
petitioner, as the petitioner was working regularly and has completed 240 days in each calendar 
year.  

 
10.  So far as the present claim is concerned, the document placed by the petitioner to 

show his employment with respondents no. 1 & 2 is Ex. PW-1/B. The same is office order dated 
31-10-2018 which reads as under: 

     
“Considering the request, made by Sh. Anil Kumar, Labourer (outsource) a vacant lying 
quarter in type-II is hereby allotted in his favour. He will be responsible for the 
maintenance of the quarter and will pay the license fee every month in advance the 
undersigned, besides the electricity and water charges to the departments concerned. 
 
The above contractual labourer may occupy the accommodation within 10 days from the 
issue of this letter and report for the same to the undersigned.”   

 
The perusal of the above office order clearly establish on record that the petitioner was 
referred as contractual labourer and on his request the vacant lying quarter in type-II was 
allotted in his favour. The contractual labourer i.e. petitioner was asked to occupy the 
accommodation within 10 days from the issuance of this letter. Petitioner though has claim 
that he was a regular employee of respondents but through letter dated 15.05.2024, the 
services of the petitioner have been orally terminated without complying with mandatory 
provisions of law and without any authority. The claim of the petitioner is that the services 
of the petitioner have been shown through different contract namely Rainbow, Sona 
enterprises and lastly shown through respondent no. 3 which is totally illegal as the 
university has no license to engage the worker through contractor nor the contractors have 
any license as per the Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970 to deploy the 
contract employee with the university.  

 
11.  The petitioner though has also claimed that he was the employee of respondents no. 

1 and 2 and there was relationship of employer and employee between petitioner and respondent 
no.1 and respondent no. 2 since July, 2013 to 16.05.2024, but there is nothing on record to 
substantiate this plea of the petitioner. No appointment letter has been produced by the petitioner to 
substantiate this plea that he was working under the direct control and supervision of respondent 
no. 1 and respondent no. 2 since July, 2013 to 16.05.2024. Reliance was placed document mark-PX 
though this document has not produced on record in accordance with law, but even if this document 
is considered this entry is also qua contractual labourer. So far as, FIR Ex. PW-1/C is concerned 
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that this FIR has no connection with the case in hand but in this FIR also the wife of the petitioner 
had stated that her husband (present petitioner) was working on outsource basis in the department 
Horticulture University, Dhoulakua. The onus is heavily on the petitioner to prove that there was 
relationship of employer and employee between respondent no. 1 and respondent no. 2 with the 
petitioner since July, 2013 to 16.05.2024. 

 
12.  The Hon’ble Apex Court in case titled as Balwant Rai Saluja & Anr. Vs. Air 

India Ltd. (2014) SCC-9 407, has observed as under: 
   
“53. This Court would first refer to the relevant pronouncements by various English 
Courts in order to analyze their approach regarding employer-employee 
relationship."  

 
54. In Ready Mix Concrete (South East) Ltd v. Minister of Pensions and National 
Insurance, [1968] 2 QB 497, McKenna J. laid down three conditions for the existence 
of a contract of service. As provided at p.515 in the Ready Mix Concrete case (supra), 
the conditions are as follows: 
 

“(i) The servant agrees that, in consideration of a wage or other remuneration, 
he will provide his own work and skill in the performance of some service for 
his master; (ii) he agrees, expressly or impliedly, that in the performance of 
that service he will be subject to the other's control in a sufficient degree to 
make that other master; (iii) the other provisions of the contract are consistent 
with its being a contract of service.” 

 
55. In Ready Mix Concrete case (supra), McKenna J. further elaborated upon the 
above-quoted conditions. As regards the first, he stated that there must be wages or 
remuneration; else there is no consideration and therefore no contract of any kind. As 
regards the second condition, he stated that control would include the power of 
deciding the thing to be done, the way in which it shall be done, the means to be 
employed in doing it, the time when and the place where it shall be done. Furthermore, 
to establish a master-servant relationship, such control must be existent in a sufficient 
degree. 

 
19. McKenna J. further referred to Lord Thankerton's “four indicia” of a contract of 
service said in Short v. J. and W. Henderson Ltd. (1946) 62 TLR 427. The J. and W. 
Henderson case (supra) at p.429, observes as follows: 
 

“(a) The master's power of selection of his servant; (b) the payment of wages or 
other remuneration; (c) the master's right to control the method of doing the 
work; and (d) the master's right of suspension or dismissal.” 

 
57.  "A recent decision by the Queen’s Bench, in JGE v. The Trustees of 
Portsmouth Roman Catholic Diocesan Trust, [2012] EWCA Civ 938, Lord Justice 
Ward, while discussing the hallmarks of the employer-employee relationship, observed 
that an employee works under the supervision and direction of his employer, whereas 
an independent contractor is his own master bound by his contract but not by his 
employer's orders. Lord Justice Ward followed the observations made by McKenna J. 
in the Ready Mix Concrete case (supra) as mentioned above. The JGE case (supra), 
further noted that ‘control’ was an important factor in determining an employer-
employee relationship. It was held, after referring to numerous judicial decisions, that 
there was no single test to determine such a relationship. Therefore what would be 
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needed to be done is to marshal various tests, which should cumulatively point either 
towards an employer-employee relationship or away from one.”  

 
13.   Apart from this, the Hon’ble Supreme Court in case titled as The Joint 

Secretary, Central Board of Secondary Education and Anr. Vs. Raj Kumar Mishra and 
others, 2025 LLR 474 has held that “for a person to claim employment under any organization, a 
direct master-servant relationship has to be established on paper”. The relevant portion of the 
judgment is reproduced as under: 

 
“6. Having considered the facts and circumstances of the case(s) and submissions of 
learned counsel for the parties, we find substance in the contentions of learned counsel 
for the appellants. The issue whether the private respondents were employees of the 
appellants, is the crux of the matter. Whatever material has been placed and even the 
best point which was argued by the learned Senior Counsel for the private 
respondents before this Court was that since there was supervisory and jurisdictional 
control over the private respondents by the appellants, ipso facto, they would become 
employees of the appellants is noted only to be rejected."  

 
7.  This is not only a very simplistic approach, but also a totally erroneous 
approach in law. For a person to claim employment under any organization, a direct 
master-servant relationship has to  be established on paper. In the present case(s), 
admittedly, the only document, which the private respondents have in their favour, is 
showing that they were posted at various places doing different nature of work. 

 
8.  This clearly in the considered opinion of the Court would not establish master-
servant relationship.  

 
9.  Had it been the case where there were other materials also in favour of the 
private respondents in both cases showing that they may have a case for being 
considered as an employee of the appellants, we may not have interfered with the 
orders impugned and would have left it to the Labour Court to once again to go into 
the matter(s) on merits. However, when the best defence of the private respondents in 
both cases, as discussed supra, has been found to be totally of no consequence to the 
private respondents in both cases, we find that the remand would be an exercise in 
futility. 

     
14.  The other limb of arguments advanced by Ld. Counsel for the petitioner is that 

agreement if any executed between respondents no. 1 & 2 and respondent no. 3 is shame, nominal 
and merely a camouflage but apart from making bare averments in this regard nothing has been 
produced on record that to substantiate this plea. Moreover, the Hon’ble High Court of Himachal 
Pradesh in case titled as Manoj Kumar Vs. Sintex Industrial 2016 SCC Online HP 4276 has 
held as under: 

  
“15. An effort has been made to belie the evidence produced by the respondent while 
submitting that as per the testimony of RW-3 Lalit in his cross-examination, M/s Apex 
Management Limited was registered as Contractor only in 2003 and as such how the 
said Contractor could have employed the petitioner in the respondent-establishment in 
the year 2001, however, unsuccessfully for the reason that it was merely a suggestion 
given to RW-3 and no other and further evidence has been produced to show that in 
the year 2001 M/s Apex Management Consultant was not a registered Contractor. 
Otherwise also, the Apex Court in Dina Nath and others Vs. National Fertilisers 
Limited and others, AIR 1992 SC 457, has held that if a contractor is not registered 
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one, penal action under Sections 23 and 25 of the Contract Act can be initiated against 
the principal employer or contractor, as the case may be, and the petitioner-workman 
can not claim himself to be the employee of principal employer on that score. This 
judgment reads as follows:" 
  
"It is not for the High Court to inquire into the question and decide whether the 
employment of contract labour in any process, operation or in any other work in any 
establishment should be abolished or not. It is a matter for the decision of the 
Government after considering the matter, as required to be considered under Section 
10 of the Act. 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 afore-quoted 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.”  
 
16.  Similar is the view of the matter taken by Jharkhand High Court in Their 
Workmen, Bihar Collery Kamgar Union Vs. Bharat Coking Coal Limited and 
another, 2014 LLR 842. This judgment reads as follows: 
  
“12.  Learned counsel for the respondent management submitted that in the case of 
Dena Nath & Ors. [(1992) 1 SCC 695], Hon’ble Supreme Court held that the effect of 
non-compliance of the provisions of CLRA Act of 1970, i.e. non-registration of the 
establishment under Section 7 of the Act and non-possession of licence under Section 
12 of the Act would not result in regularization of the concerned workmen, rather it 
would result in penal consequences – that is, prosecution under Section 23/24 of the 
CLRA Act, 1970 and therefore, the finding of the Tribunal that the contract labour 
system is sham or camouflage was an erroneous finding and referring to the findings 
of the Tribunal that the arrangement of the management is camouflage, learned Single 
Judge held that the said finding is in clear teeth of the decision rendered by Hon’ble 
Supreme Court in the case of Dena Nath & Ors. v. National Fertilizer Ltd. [(1992) 1 
SCC 695] and para 22 thereof reads as under:"  
 
“22.  It is not for the High Court to inquire into the question and decide whether the 
employment of contract labour in any process, operation or in any other work in any 
establishment should be abolished or not. It is a matter for the decision of the 
government after considering the matter, as required to be considered under Section 
10 of the Act. The only consequences provided in the Act where either the principal 
employer or the labour contractor violates the provision of Sections 9 (sic 7) 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 
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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 afore-quoted 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.  Therefore, even if it is presumed that M/s Apex Management Consultant was 
not a registered Contractor in the year 2001, it does not extend a right in favour of the 
petitioner-workman to claim that he was the employee of respondent-establishment or 
he has been removed from the service in violation of Section 25-F of the Act.”    
 
15.  Keeping in view the detailed discussion made hereinabove, the petitioner has 

miserably failed to establish on record that he was the employee of respondents no.1 and 2 and his 
services were illegally shown through respondent no. 3.    
 

16.  Though it was argued by the learned counsel for the petitioner that since the 
respondents have not chosen to contest this case as such the claim of the petitioner stand establish, 
but it is settled that the petitioner is required to stand on his own feet to prove the allegations 
levelled in the claim.  
 

17.  It was required for the petitioner to have proved that he had completed 240 days in 
last preceding 12 months with respondent no. 3 before he could take the benefits of the provisions 
of Section 25-F of the Act.    

 
18. In Municipal Corporation, Faridabad v. Siri Niwas (2004 (8) SCC 195), it was 

held that the burden was on the workman to show that he was working for more than 240 days in 
the preceding one year prior to his alleged retrenchment. In M.P. Electricity Board v. Hariram 
(2004 (8) SCC 246) the position was again reiterated in paragraph 11 as follows: 

 
“The above burden having not been discharged and the Labour Court having held so, 
in our opinion, the Industrial Court and the High Court erred in basing an order of 
reinstatement solely on an adverse inference drawn erroneously. At this stage it may 
be useful to refer to a judgment of this Court in the case of Municipal Corporation, 
Faridabad v. Siri Niwas JT 2004 (7) SC 248 wherein this Court disagreed with the 
High Court's view of drawing an adverse inference in regard to the nonproduction of 
certain relevant documents. This is what this Court had to say in that regard:"  
 
"A court of law even in a case where provisions of the Indian Evidence Act apply, may 
presume or may not presume that if a party despite possession of the best evidence had 
not produced the same, it would have gone against his contentions. The matter, 
however, would be different where despite direction by a court the evidence is 
withheld. Presumption as to adverse inference for non-production of evidence is 
always optional and one of the factors which is required to be taken into consideration 
is the background of facts involved in the lis. The presumption, thus, is not obligatory 
because notwithstanding the intentional non-production, other circumstances may 
exist upon which such intentional non-production may be found to be justifiable on 
some reasonable grounds. In the instant case, the Industrial Tribunal did not draw 
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any adverse inference against the appellant. It was within its jurisdiction to do so 
particularly having regard to the nature of the evidence adduced by the respondent." 

 
19.  In Manager, Reserve Bank of India, Bangalore v. S. Mani and Ors. (2005(5) 

SCC 100) a three-Judge Bench of this Court again considered the matter and held that the initial 
burden of proof was on the workman to show that he had completed 240 days of service. Tribunal’s 
view that the burden was on the employer was held to be erroneous. In Batala Cooperative Sugar 
Mills Ltd. v. Sowaran Singh (2005 (7) Supreme 165) it was held as follows:— 

  
“So far as the question of onus regarding working for more than 240 days is 
concerned, as observed by this Court in Range Forest Officer v. S.T. Hadimani (2002 
(3) SCC 25) the onus is on the workman.”  

 
20.  Office order vide Ex. PW-1/B is not sufficient to establish the relationship of 

employer and employee between the petitioner and respondent no. 1 & 2. No termination/ 
discontinuation letter has been produced on record to establish that respondent no. 3 had terminated 
the services of the petitioner illegally. The petitioner has also failed to prove any violation of 
Section 9-A of the Act. Petitioner has neither produced any appointment letter issued by respondent 
no. 3 nor any attendance register or documents has been produced to establish that he had 
completed more than 240 days in each calendar year with respondent no. 3 or in preceding 12 
months prior to his alleged termination. Petitioner while leading evidence Ex. PW-1/A has not 
made any averment that on which date, month or year he was engaged by respondent no. 3 and 
deputed with respondents no. 1 & 2 nor there is any averment that he had completed 240 days with 
respondent no. 3  in preceding 12 months with respondent no. 3  rather the petitioner has taken the 
stand that he was not the employee of respondent no. 3 and was wrongly shown to be employee of 
respondent no. 3 deputed with respondent no. 1 & 2 as a contractual labour, as such he is also not 
entitled for any relief even against respondent no. 3.   

 
21.  The next contention which has been raised by the petitioner is that the respondents 

have retained persons junior to him  and have also engaged new hands which is clear cut violation 
of Section 25-G of the Act. Though, the petitioner has mentioned the names of the junior persons, 
however there is no evidence that when these junior persons were engaged, who had engaged them 
and who are the persons who have been freshly engaged after the termination of the petitioner from 
the services. In view of the above discussion no violation of Section 25-G and 25-H has been 
established.   
 

22.  In view of the discussions made above the petitioner has failed to establish his case 
for reinstatement and for back wages and other services benefits as well as for regularization of his 
services, as such he is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him.    

 
   

RELIEF  
 
 

23. In view of my aforesaid discussion, petitioner has failed to establish his claim 
against respondents as such the claim filed by the petitioner fails and is hereby dismissed by 
holding that the petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him in this reference. The 
reference is answered in the aforesaid terms.  

 
24.  Let a copy of this award be communicated to the appropriate Government for 

publication in the official gazette. The file after due completion be tagged with the main case file. 
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Announced in the open Court today on this 25th day of February, 2026. 

 
 Sd/- 

            (ANUJA SOOD), 
   Presiding Judge, 

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

____________ 
 

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH, SHIMLA-171 001 
 

NOTIFICATION 
 

Shimla the 18th March, 2026 
 

 No. HHC/GAZ/14-315/2010-I.—Hon'ble the Chief Justice has been pleased to grant 06 
days earned leave w.e.f. 23-03-2026 to 28-03-2026 with prefix Gazetted holiday and Sunday falling 
on 29-03-2026 in favour of Sh. Nikhil Agarwal, Senior Civil Judge-cum-CJM, Chamba, H.P. 
 
 Certified that Sh. Nikhil Agarwal is likely to join the same post and at the same station from 
where he proceeds on leave, after expiry of the above period of leave. 
 
 Also certified that Sh. Nikhil Agarwal would have continued to hold the post of Senior Civil 
Judge-cum-CJM, Chamba, H.P., but for his proceeding on leave for the above period. 

 
By order, 

 
Sd/- 

Registrar General. 
_____________ 

 
HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH, SHIMLA-171 001 

 
NOTIFICATION 

 
Shimla, the 18th March, 2026 

 
 No. HHC/GAZ/14-262/2003-I.—Hon'ble the Chief Justice has been pleased to grant         
05 days earned leave w.e.f. 16-03-2026 to 20-03-2026 with permission to prefix 15-03-2026 being 
Sunday and suffix 21-03-2026 and 22-03-2026 being Gazetted holiday and Sunday, respectively in 
favour of Sh. Abhay Mandiyal, Additional District and Sessions Judge-I Solan. 
 
 Certified that Sh. Abhay Mandiyal is likely to join the same post and at the same station 
from where he proceeds on leave, after expiry of the above period of leave. 
 
 Also certified that Sh. Abhay Mandiyal, would have continued to hold the post of 
Additional District and Sessions Judge-I, Solan but for his proceeding on leave for the above 
period. 
 

By order, 
 

Sd/- 
Registrar General. 
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HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH, SHIMLA-171 001 

 
NOTIFICATION 

 
Shimla, the 20th March, 2026 

 
 No. HHC/Admn.E. 5(12)/2022-CAO.—In exercise of the powers vested in him under Rule 
9 of the Himachal Pradesh District Judiciary Staff (Recruitment, Promotion, Control, Conduct, 
Discipline and other Conditions of Service) Rules, 2022, Hon'ble the Chief Justice has been pleased 
to promote/appoint Sh. Suresh Kumar, Senior Sheristedar, O/o Principal Judge, Family Court, 
Mandi, H.P., as Chief Administrative Officer (Selection Post) in the office of District and Sessions 
Judge Mandi, H.P., in the Pay Matrix Level 17, on and with effect from 01-05-2026. 

. 
By order, 

 
Sd/- 

Registrar General. 
____________ 

 
 

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH, SHIMLA-171 001 
 

NOTIFICATION 
 

Shimla, the 20th March, 2026 
 

      No. HHC/Admn.3(331)/92-II.—01 day's earned leave for 20-03-2026, with permission to 
suffix Gazetted Holiday and Sunday falling on 21-03-2026 and 22-03-2026, is hereby sanctioned, 
in favour of Shri Davinder Chopra, Registrar (Accounts) of this Registry. 
 
 Certified that Shri Davinder Chopra is likely to join the same post and at the same station 
from where he proceeds on leave after the expiry of the above leave period. 
 
 Certified that Shri Davinder Chopra would have continued to officiate the same post of 
Registrar (Accounts) but for his proceeding on leave. 
 

          By order, 
 

Sd/- 
Registrar General. 

 
_____________ 

 
 

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH, SHIMLA-171 001 
 

NOTIFICATION 
 

Shimla, the 20th March, 2026 
 

 No. HHC/Admn.16(8)74-VI-Part.—Hon'ble the Chief Justice, in exercise of the powers 
vested in him u/s 139(b) of the Code of Civil Procedure, 1908, Section 333(1)(b) of the Bharatiya 
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Nagarik  Suraksha  Sanhita, 2023 and Rule 5(vi) of the H.P. Oath Commissioners (Appointment & 
Control) Rules, 2007, has been pleased to appoint Sh. Navneet Singh Chauhan (HIM/100/2021). 
Ms. Ravinderjit Kaur (HIM/65/2015). Ms. Neha (HIM/684/2022), Ms. Shailja Verma 
(HIM/266/2008), Sh. Anurag (HIM/152/2021) and Sh. Varun Kumar (HIM/776/2023), Advocate(s) 
as Oath Commissioners at Hamirpur, Distt. Hamirpur, H.P., for a period of two years with 
immediate effect, for administering oaths and affirmations on affidavits to the deponents under the 
aforesaid Codes and Rules. 
 

By order of  Hon'ble the Chief Justice, 
 

Sd/-  
Registrar (Administration). 

_____________ 
 
 

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH, SHIMLA-171 001 
 

NOTIFICATION 
 

Shimla, the 24th March, 2026 
 

  No. HHC/GAZ/14-335/2013.—Hon’ble the Chief Justice has been pleased to grant         
ex-post facto sanction of 03 days commuted leave w.e.f. 30-01-2026 to 01-02-2026 in favour of 
Sh.Vikas Gupta, Senior Civil Judge-cum-ACJM-I, Paonta Sahib. 
 
 Certified that Sh. Vikas Gupta had joined the same post and at the same station from where 
he proceeded on leave, after the expiry of the above period of leave.  
 
 Also certified that Sh. Vikas Gupta would have continued to hold the post of Senior Civil 
Judge-cum-ACJM-I, Paonta Sahib but for his proceeding on leave for the above period. 
 

By order, 
 

Sd/- 
Registrar General. 

 
_____________ 

  
 

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH, SHIMLA-171 001 
 

NOTIFICATION 
 

Shimla, the 24th March, 2026 
 

 No. HHC/GAZ/14-254/2002-II.—Hon'ble the Chief Justice has been pleased to grant       
ex-post facto sanction of 02 days earned leave for 16-12-2025 and 17-12-2025 and 08 days 
commuted leave w.e.f. 18-12-2025 to 25-12-2025 in favour of Sh. Naresh Kumar, District and 
Sessions Judge, Una, H.P. 
 
 Certified that Sh. Naresh Kumar had joined the same post and at the same station from 
where he proceeded on leave, after expiry of the above period of leave. 
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 Also certified that Sh. Naresh Kumar would have continued to hold the post of the District 
and Sessions Judge, Una, but for his proceeding on leave for the above period. 
 

By order, 
 

Sd/- 
Registrar General. 

_____________ 
 

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH, SHIMLA-171 001 
 

NOTIFICATION 
 

Shimla, the 24th March, 2026 
 

 No. HHC/GAZ/14-424/2024.—Hon'ble the Chief Justice has been pleased to grant          
ex-post facto sanction of 22 days commuted leave w.e.f. 26-12-2025 to 16-01-2026 and 01 day 
earned leave for 17-01-2026 in favour of Ms. Jyoti Bhagchandani, Civil Judge-cum-JMFC-IV, 
Shimla. 
 
 Certified that Ms. Jyoti Bhagchandani had  joined the same post and at the same station 
from where she proceeded on leave, after expiry of the above period of leave. 
 
 Also certified that Ms. Jyoti Bhagchandani would have continued to hold the post of the 
Civil Judge-cum-JMFC-IV, Shimla but for her proceeding on leave for the above period. 
 

By order, 
 

Sd/- 
Registrar General. 

_____________ 
 

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH, SHIMLA-171 001 
 

NOTIFICATION 
 

Shimla, the 24th March, 2026 
 

 No. HHC/GAZ/14-375/2016.—Hon'ble the Chief Justice has been pleased to grant           
ex-post facto sanction of 17 days commuted leave w.e.f. 13-09-2025 to 29-09-2025 and 180 days 
maternity leave w.e.f. 30-09-2025 to 28-03-2026 in favour of Ms. Vibhuti Bahuguna, Civil Judge-
cum-JMFC-III, Shimla, H.P. 
 

 Certified that Ms. Vibhuti Bahuguna has joined the same post and at the same station from 
where she proceeded on leave, after expiry of the above period of leave. 
 
 Also certified that Ms.Vibhuti Bahuguna would have continued to hold the post of Civil 
Judge-cum-JMFC-III, Shimla, H.P., but for her proceeding on leave for the above period. 
 

By order, 
 

Sd/- 
Registrar General. 
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HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH, SHIMLA-171 001 

 
NOTIFICATION 

 
Shimla, the 24th March, 2026 

 
 No. HHC/GAZ/14-226/96-II.—Hon’ble the Chief Justice has been pleased to grant 10 
days earned leave w.e.f. 23-03-2026 to 01-04-2026, with permission to prefix 22-03-2026 being 
Sunday in favour of Sh. Rajesh Tomar, Chairman-cum-Member, H.P. Transport Appellate 
Tribunal, Hamirpur. 
 
 Certified that Sh. Rajesh Tomar is likely to join the same post and at the same station from 
where he proceeds on leave, after expiry of the above period of leave. 
 
 Also certified that Sh. Rajesh Tomar, would have continued to hold the post of Chairman-
cum-Member, H.P. Transport Appellate Tribunal, Hamirpur  but for his proceeding on leave for the 
above period. 

         By order, 
 

Sd/- 
Registrar General. 

_____________ 
 

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH, SHIMLA-171 001 
 

NOTIFICATION 
 

Shimla, the 24th March, 2026 
 

 No. HHC/GAZ/14-375/2016.—Hon'ble the  Chief Justice has been pleased to grant 60 
days commuted leave w.e.f. 29-03-2026 to 27-05-2026 in favour of Ms. Vibhuti Bahuguna, Civil 
Judge-cum-JMFC-III, Shimla, H.P. 
 

 Certified that Ms. Vibhuti Bahuguna is likely to join the same post and at the same station 
from where she proceeds on leave, after expiry of the above period of leave. 
 

 Also certified that Ms.Vibhuti Bahuguna would have continued to hold the post of Civil 
Judge-cum-JMFC-III, Shimla, H.P., but for her proceeding on leave for the above period. 
 

By order, 
 

Sd/- 
Registrar General. 

_____________ 
 

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH, SHIMLA-171 001 
 

NOTIFICATION 
 

Shimla, the 23rd March, 2026 
 

 No. HHC/Admn.6 (23)/74-XVII.—Hon'ble the Chief Justice in exercise of the powers 
vested in him under Rule 2(32) of Chapter 1 of H.P. Financial Rules, 2009 has been pleased to 
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declare the Additional District and Sessions Judge-I, Kullu as Drawing and Disbursing Officer in 
respect of the Court of Additional District and Sessions Judge-II, Kullu and also the Controlling 
Officer for the purpose of salary, T.A. etc. in respect of the Class II to IV establishments attached to 
the aforesaid Court under Major head "2014 Administration of Justice" with immediate effect till 
the posting/joining of new Presiding Officer in the said Court. 

By order, 
 

Sd/- 
Registrar General. 

_____________ 
 
 

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH, SHIMLA-171 001 
 

NOTIFICATION 
 

Shimla, the 25th March, 2026 
 

 No. HHC/Estt.3(838)/2013.—14 days earned leave on and w.e.f. 28-03-2026 to               
10-04-2026, with permission to prefix gazetted holiday & High Court holiday falling on               
26-03-2026  & 27-03-2026 and suffix second Saturday, Sunday, Gazetted holiday & High Court 
holiday falling from 11-04-2026 to 15-04-2026, is hereby sanctioned in favour of  Ms. Sunita Devi, 
Assistant Registrar of this Registry. 
 
 Certified that Ms. Sunita Devi is likely to join the same post and at the same station from 
where she proceeds on leave after the expiry of the above leave period. 
 
 Certified that Ms. Sunita Devi would have continued to officiate  the same post of Assistant 
Registrar but for her proceeding on leave. 
 

By order, 
 

Sd/- 
Registrar General. 

 
_____________ 

 
 

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH, SHIMLA-171 001 
 

NOTIFICATION 
 

Shimla, the 25th March, 2026 
 

 No. HHC/Estt.3(458)/96-I.—03 days earned leave on and w.e.f. 28-03-2026 to 30-03-2026, 
with permission to prefix gazetted holiday and High Court holiday falling on 26-03-2026 &          
27-03-2026, is hereby sanctioned in favour of Shri Rakesh Kumar Chandel. Court Master of this 
Registry. 
 
 Certified that Shri Rakesh Kumar Chandel is likely to join the same post and at the same 
station from where he proceeds on leave after the expiry of the above leave period. 
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 Certified that Shri Rakesh Kumar Chandel would have continued to officiate the same post 
of Court Master but for his proceeding on leave. 
 

By order, 
 

Sd/- 
Registrar General. 

 
_____________ 

 
 

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH, SHIMLA-171 001 
 

NOTIFICATION 
 

Shimla, the 25th March, 2026 
 
 No. HHC/Admn.16(8)74-VI.—Hon'ble the Chief Justice, in exercise of the powers vested 
in him U/s 139(b) of the Code of Civil Procedure, 1908, Section 333(1)(b) of the Bharatiya Nagarik 
Suraksha Sanhita, 2023 and Rule 5(vi) of the H.P. Oath Commissioners (Appointment & Control) 
Rules, 2007, has been pleased to appoint Ms. Isha (HIM/492/2024), Advocate as Oath 
Commissioners at Sub- Division, Bhoranj, Distt. Hamirpur, H.P., for a period of two years with 
immediate effect, for administering oaths and affirmations on affidavits to the deponents under the 
aforesaid Codes and Rules. 
 

By order of Hon'ble the Chief Justice, 
 

Sd/-  
Registrar (Administration). 

 
____________ 

 
 

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH, SHIMLA-171 001 
 

NOTIFICATION 
 

Shimla, the 25th March, 2026 
 

 No. HHC/Admn.16(8)74-VI.—Hon'ble the Chief Justice, in exercise of the powers vested 
in him U/s 139(b) of the Code of Civil Procedure, 1908, Section 333(1)(b) of the Bharatiya Nagarik 
Suraksha Sanhita, 2023 and Rule 5(vi) of the H.P. Oath Commissioners (Appointment & Control) 
Rules, 2007, has been pleased to appoint Ms. Samita Sharma (HIM/34/2012) and Sh. Ashish 
Kaushal (HIM/502/2022), Advocates as Oath Commissioners at Nadaun, Distt. Hamirpur, H.P., 
for a period of two years with immediate effect, for administering oaths and affirmations on 
affidavits to the deponents under the aforesaid Codes and Rules. 
 

By order of Hon'ble the Chief Justice, 
 

Sd/-  
Registrar (Administration). 

_______________ 
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iapk;rh jkt foHkkx 

 
vf/klwpuk 

 
f'keyk&171 009] 10 ekpZ] 2026 

 
 la[;k%ihlh,p&,p, ¼1½3@2024&11834&38-&&D;ksafd foHkkx esa ftyk dqYyw ds fuEufyf[kr xzke 
lHkk {ks=ksa ds foHkktu ,oa iquxZBu dj ubZ xzke lHkk dk xBu@LFkkiuk djus gsrq izLrkouk fopkjk/khu gS( 
 
 vr% fgekpy izns”k ds jkT;iky] fgekpy izns”k iapk;rh jkt vf/kfu;e] 1994 ¼o"kZ 1994 dk 
vf/kfu;e la[;kad 4½ dh /kkjk 3 dh mi&/kkjk ¼1½ o ¼2½ }kjk iznRr “kfDRk;ksa dk iz;ksx djrs gq,] ftyk 
dqYyw ds fuEu vuqlwph esa of.kZr orZeku xzke lHkk dk foHkktu@iquxZBu dj ubZ xzke lHkk dk 
xBu@LFkkiuk djus dk izLrko djrs gSa] vkSj ;Fkk visf{kr lEcfU/kr xzke lHkk lnL;ksa dh tkudkjh ,oa 
lkoZtfud lq>ko vkSj vk{ksi vkeaf=r djus ds fy, fgekpy izns”k ds bZ&jkti= esa izdkf”kr djus vkSj 
mik;qDr] ftyk dqYyw dks] bl lEcU/k esa lq>koksa@vk{ksiksa dks izkIr djus rFkk mu ij fopkj djus ds fy, 
izkf/kd`r djus ds vkns”k iznku djrs gaS(  
 
 ;fn bl lEcU/k esa] lEcfU/kr xzke lHkk lnL;ksa dks dksbZ vkifÙk@lq>ko izLrqr djuk gks rks] os 
vius lq>ko ;k vk{ksi bl vf/klwpuk ds tkjh gksus ds fnukad ls rhu ¼3½ fnuksa dh vof/k ds Hkhrj 
mik;qDr] ftyk dqYyw dks izLrqr dj ldsaxsA mijksDr fu;r vof/k ds volku ds Ik”pkr~~ lq>ko ;k vk{ksi] 
tks dksbZ Hkh gksa] xzg.k ugha fd, tk,axs( 
 
 jkT; ljdkj] ftyk dqYyw] ds fuEu vuqlwph esa of.kZr xzke lHkk {ks=ksa ds foHkktu@iquxZBu rFkk 
ubZ xzke lHkkvksa ds xBu@LFkkiuk ckjs vfUre vf/klwpuk] mik;qDr] ftyk dqYyw dh flQkfj”k ds n`f"Vxr] 
tkjh djsxhA 
 

vuqlwph 
 
Ø0 
la0 

orZeku xzke 
lHkk dk uke 

dks"B la[;k 2 esa 
of.kZr xzke lHkk ds 
xzkeksa ds uke 

ubZ xzke lHkk dk 
uke rFkk mlds 
eq[;ky; dk uke 

dks"B la[;k 4 esa
of.kZr ubZ xzke 
lHkk esa lfEefyr 
gksus okys xzkeksa ds 
uke 

dks"B la[;k 2 esa 
of.kZr xzke lHkk esa 
“ks’k cps xzkeksa ds 
uke 

fooj.k

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
fodkl [k.M vkuh 
1- iysgh 

eq[;kokl 
[k.kh 

 

1- rkUnh 
2- lqUnjou 
3- nusmVh 
4- dQVk 
5- ukSu 
6- f”kyh/kkj 
7- pUFkok 
8- Fkyhu 
9- dqVM 
10- jgSph 
11- luuk 
12- rw.kh 
13-ckSjh 
14- mjew 
15- dVsMk 

rkUnh 
 

1- rkUnh
2- lqUnjou 
3- nusmVh 
4- dQVk 
5- ukSu 
6- dqVM 
7- Fkyhu 
8- pUFkok 
9- f”kyh/kkj 
 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa 
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk 
iysgh esa jgsaxsA 

&
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16- “kk.kh 
17- [kykS.kh 
18- pqgMh 
19- ?kksjyk 
20- drS;k 
21- [k.kh 
22- t;x< 
23- xjrh 
24- xksFkuk 
25- jksiM+h 
26- dksgMw 

fodkl [k.M cUtkj 
2- dksBh 

pSg.kh 
eq[;kokl 
cUtkj 

 

1- dkaMhukyk 
2- [kaMjkxh 
3- [kqanu 
4- [kfy;k¡ 
5- xM+okg 
6- ?kqjkyh 
7- ?ksyhxkM+ 
8- pkSg.kh 
9- Nsr 
10- VfMgkj 
11- FkjhEcyk 
12- Fkkpk/kkj 
13- n'ksgM+ 
14- /kfu;kM 
15- /kkj 
16- /kkjMk 
17- ikgyh 
18- Qkstk 
19- cqykaxh 
20- ckxh 
21- fogkj 
22- e[kjkMk 
23- eq<jh 
24- ejkxh 
25- :xpk 
26- jksgkyks 
27- oh.kh 
28- 'kj.k/kkj 
29- 'kjksxh 
30- gksjuxkM+ 
 

fogkj
¼eq[;kokl 

ikgyh oyhukyk½ 
 

1- [kqanu
2- [kfy;k¡ 
3- xM+okg 
4- ?kqjkyh 
5- FkjhEcyk 
6- Fkkpk/kkj 
7- n'ksgM+ 
8- /kfu;kM 
9- ikgyh 
10- Qkstk 
11- cqykaxh 
12- ckxh 
13- fogkj 
14- ejkxh 
15- :xpk 
16- jksgkyks 
17- 'kj.k/kkj 
18- 'kjksxh 
 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa 
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk 
dksBh pSg.kh esa 
jgsaxsA 

3- Hkkylh 1- [kukSVk] 
2- dqVok] 
3- dqaMkdksM] 
4- cxhjhxkM] 
5- uk;k/kkjVk] 
6- iks[k/kkj] 

dqaMkdksM] 1- [kukSVk]
2- dqVok] 
3- dqaMkdksM] 
4- cxhjhxkM] 
5- uk;k/kkjVk 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa 
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk 
Hkkylh esa jgsaxsA 
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7- /kuq/kkj] 
8- edVw 
9- iMk;k] 
10- gqYdk]  
11- ukHkk] 
12- feaMdh] 
13- lHkksck] 
14- fiiygVh] 
15- fugkjnk] 
16- ckxh] 
17- ctkbZ/kkj] 
18- 'kkcj]  
19- ctjk] 
20- xqeku]  
21- Hkkylh 

fodkl [k.M HkqUrj 
4- Hkyk.k&2 1- Mukyk 

2- Hkyk.k 
3- dk.Mh 
4- juky 
5- cM+h/kkj 
6- tkSyh 
7- [kuxu 
8- [kekjMk 
9- puh/kkj 
10- gqjpk 
11- czsghu 
12- csdj 
13- [kfu;kjxh 
14- ?kkV 
15- ekVkdksruk 
16- uuw 
17- Qyksgq 
18- egkyh 
19- dwYgk 
20- jkmxh 
 

dksBhHkyk.k 1- Mukyk
2- Hkyk.k 
3- dk.Mh 
4- juky 
5- cM+h/kkj 
6- tkSyh 
7- [kuxu 
8- [kekjMk 
9- puh/kkj 
10- gqjpk 
 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa 
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk 
Hkyk.k&2 esa jgsaxsA 

5- ea>yh 
eq[;kokl 
Bw.kh jk 
'kksj.k 

 

1- gokbZ 
2- Bw.kh jk 'kksj.k 
3- Njsykjk 'kksj.k 
4- 'kkMx 
5- vij f'k;kg 
6- yksvj f'k;kg 
7- ';ke uxj&1 
8- ';ke uxj&2 
9- FkkSypkvkxs 
10- Vw.Mkou 
11- Dekan 
12- Fkkpk 

f'k;kg
eq[;kokl 

vij f'k;kg 

1-vij f'k;kg
2- yksv jf'k;kg 
3- iksMlw/kkj 
4- FkkSypkvkxs 
5- ';ke  
   uxj&2 

¼vakf”kd½ edku 
la[;k 388 ls 
394@d]396@ 
413 ls 415 o 
419 rd 

 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa 
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk 
ea>yh esa jgsaxsA 
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vkns'k }kjk] 

 
lfpo ¼iapk;rh jkt½A 

 
&&&&&&&&& 

 
iapk;rh jkt foHkkx 

 
vf/klwpuk 

 
f'keyk&171 009] 14 ekpZ] 2026 

 
 la[;k%ihlh,p&,p,¼1½3@2024&12371&76-&&bl foHkkx dh vf/klwpuk la[;k ihlh,p&,p, 
¼1½3@2024&11344&51 fnukad 07&03&2026 esa n”kkZbZ xbZ vuqlwph ds Øz0la0 10 o 11 ij vafdr ftyk 
fljekSj] fodkl [k.M iPNkn dh xzke lHkk ækcyh o nkMks nsofj;k ls ubZ xzke lHkk ¼vksa½ dks fuUu izdkj 
ls i<+k tk,( 
 

vuqlwph 

 

13- iksMlw/kkj 
14- fuaxuk 
15- oks'kk/kkj 

fodkl [k.M dqYyw 
6- [kMhgkj 

eq[;kokl 
ipkgyh 

 

1- ipkgyh 
2- fHk;kpd 
3- ikgukyk 
4- cUl 
5- fyaxj 
6- [kyksxh 
7- eFkwy 

ikgukyk
 

1- ikgukyk
2- cUl 
3- fyaxj 
 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa 
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk 
[kMhgkj esa jgsaxsA 

Ø0 
la0 

orZeku 
xzke 
lHkk dk 
uke 

dks"B la[;k 2 esa 
of.kZr xzke lHkk 
ds xzkeksa ds uke 

ubZ xzke lHkk 
dk uke rFkk 
mlds eq[;ky; 
dk uke 

dks"B la[;k 4 esa 
of.kZr ubZ xzke 
lHkk esa lfEefyr 
gksus okys xzkeksa ds 
uke 

dks"B la[;k 2 esa 
of.kZr xzke lHkk 
esa “ks’k cps xzkeksa 
ds uke 

fooj.k

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
fodkl [k.M iPNkn 
1- ækcyh 1- HkkTth  

2- cukM [kyka 
3- ljlw  
4- lgjkst  
5- ykuk dlkj 
6- pcs;ksxk&e>sj 
7- ukse rksVw 
8- ckgukj  
9- ækcyh    
10- ekgykuk 

dksVyk cjksx 1- ykuk dlkj
2- pcs;ksxk&e>sj 
3- ukse rksVw 
4- dksVyk cjksx 
5- eksgu  
6- ej;ksx 
7- cfj;qMh  
 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa 
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk 
ækcyh esa jgsaaxsA 
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vkns'k }kjk] 

 
lfpo ¼iapk;rh jkt½A 

&&&&&&&& 
iapk;rh jkt foHkkx 

 
vf/klwpuk 

 
f'keyk&171 009] 14 ekpZ] 2026 

 
 la[;k% ihlh,p&,p, ¼1½3@2024&12354&59-&&bl foHkkx dh vf/klwpuk la[;k ihlh,p& 
,p,¼1½3@2024&11834&38] fnukad 10&03&2026 }kjk ftyk dqYyw esa xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dks 
foHkkftr@iquxZfBr vkSj u, xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dks xfBr djus rFkk xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dh LFkkiuk gsrq izLrkouk 
}kjk lEcfU/kr xzke lHkk lnL;ksa ls vk{ksi ,oa lq>ko vkeaf=r fd, x, Fks rFkk mik;qDr] ftyk dqYyw dks 
bl lEcU/k esa] vk{ksi@lq>ko izkIr djus vkSj mu ij fopkj djus ds mijkUr vfUre flQkfj”k izLrqr 
djus ds fy, izkf/kd`r fd;k x;k Fkk ( 
 
 vkSj D;kasfd mijksDr vf/klwpuk ds lanHkZ esa fu;r vof/k ds Hkhrj izkIr gq, vk{ksiksa ij mik;qDr] 
ftyk dqYyw }kjk fopkj fd;k x;k rFkk rnuqlkj mu ij vko”;d fofu”p; fd;k x;k( 
 
 vr% fgekpy izns”k ds jkT;iky] fgekpy izns”k iapk;rh jkt vf/kfu;e] 1994 ¼o’kZ 1994 dk 
vf/kfu;e la[;kad 4½ dh /kkjk 3 dh mi&/kkjk ¼1½ o ¼2½ }kjk iznRr “kfDr;ksa dk iz;ksx djrs gq,] ftyk 
dqYyw fgekpy izns”k dh fuEufyf[kr vuqlwph esa of.kZr xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dks foHkkftr@iquxZfBr dj] u, 
xzke lHkk dk xBu dj] muds fy, mijksDr vf/kfu;e dh /kkjk 4 dh mi&/kkjk ¼1½ ds iz;kstu gsrq] fuEu 
izdkj ls xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dh LFkkiuk dk lg’kZ vkns”k iznku djrs gSaA 
 

vuqlwph 

 

2- nkMks 
nsofj;k 

1- fjokMh ethBh 
2- psoyk cdkux 
3- dksVyk cjksx 
4- eksgu  
5- cfj;qMh  
6- ej;ksx  
7- nkMks nsofj;k 
8- fHk;qUFk  
9- Fkkuk dkoM+h 
10- lksgkyk 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa 
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk 
nkMks nsofj;k esa 
jgsaxsA 

 

Ø0 
la0 

orZeku 
xzke lHkk 
dk uke 

dks"B la[;k 2 esa 
of.kZr xzke lHkk ds 

xzkeksa ds uke 

ubZ xzke lHkk dk 
uke rFkk mlds 
eq[;ky; dk uke 

dks"B la[;k 4 esa 
of.kZr ubZ xzke lHkk 
esa lfEefyr gksus okys 

xzkeksa ds uke 

dks"B la[;k 2 esa  
of.kZr xzke lHkk  esa  
“ks’k cps xzkeksa ds uke 

fooj.k

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
fodkl [k.M vkuh 
1- iysgh 

eq[;kokl 
[k.kh 

 

1- rkUnh
2- lqUnjou 
3- nusmVh 
4- dQVk 

rkUnh 
 

1- rkUnh
2- lqUnjou 
3- nusmVh 
4- dQVk 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk iysgh 
esa jgsaxsA 

&
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5- ukSu 
6- f”kyh/kkj 
7- pUFkok 
8- Fkyhu 
9- dqVM 
10- jgSph 
11- luuk 
12 rw.kh 
13- ckSjh 
14- mjew 
15- dVsMk 
16- “kk.kh 
17- [kykS.kh 
18- pqgMh 
19- ?kksjyk 
20- drS;k 
21- [k.kh 
22- t;x<+ 
23- xjrh 
24- xksFkuk 
25- jksiM+h 
26- dksgMw 
 

5- ukSu
6- dqVM 
7- Fkyhu 
8- pUFkok 
9- f”kyh/kkj 
 

fodkl [k.M cUtkj 
2- dksBh 

pSg.kh 
eq[;kokl 
cUtkj 

 

1- dkaMhukyk 
2- [kaMjkxh 
3- [kqanu 
4- [kfy;k¡ 
5- xM+okg 
6- ?kqjkyh 
7- ?ksyhxkM+ 
8- pkSg.kh 
9- Nsr 
10- VfMgkj 
11- FkjhEcyk 
12- Fkkpk/kkj 
13- n'ksgM+ 
14- /kfu;kM 
15- /kkj 
16- /kkjMk 
17- ikgyh 
18- Qkstk 
19- cqykaxh 
20- ckxh 
21- fogkj 
22- e[kjkMk 
23- eq<jh 
24- ejkxh 
25- :xpk 

fogkj
¼eq[;kokl 

ikgyh oyhukyk½ 
 

1- [kqanu
2- [kfy;k¡ 
3- xM+okg 
4- ?kqjkyh 
5- FkjhEcyk 
6- Fkkpk/kkj 
7- n'ksgM+ 
8- /kfu;kM 
9- ikgyh 
10- Qkstk 
11- cqykaxh 
12- ckxh 
13- fogkj 
14- ejkxh 
15- :xpk 
16- jksgkyks 
17- 'kj.k/kkj 
18- 'kjksxh 
19- gksjuxkM+ 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk dksBh 
pSg.kh esa jgsaxsA 
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26- jksgkyks 
27- oh.kh 
28- 'kj.k/kkj 
29- 'kjksxh 
30- gksjuxkM+ 

fodkl [k.M fuje.M 
3- Hkkylh 1- [kukSVk]

2- dqVok] 
3- dqaMkdksM] 
4- cxhjhxkM] 
5- uk;k/kkjVk] 
6- iks[k/kkj] 
7- /kuq/kkj] 
8- edVw 
9- iMk;k] 
10- gqYdk]  
11- ukHkk] 
12- feaMdh] 
13- lHkksck] 
14- fiiygVh] 
15- fugkjnk] 
16- ckxh] 
17- ctkbZ/kkj] 
18- 'kkcj]  
19- ctjk] 
20- xqeku]  
21- Hkkylh 
 

dqaMkdksM] 1- [kukSVk]
2- dqVok] 
3- dqaMkdksM] 
4- cxhjhxkM] 
5- uk;k/kkjVk 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk 
Hkkylh esa jgsaxsA 

fodkl [k.M HkqUrj 
4- Hkyk.k&2 

¼czsghu½ 
1- Mukyk
2- Hkyk.k 
3- dk.Mh 
4- juky 
5- cM+h/kkj 
6- tkSyh 
7- [kuxu 
8- [kekjMk 
9- puh/kkj 
10- gqjpk 
11- czsghu 
12- csdj 
13- [kfu;kjxh 
14- ?kkV 
15- ekVkdksruk 
16- uuw 
17- Qyksgq 
18- egkyh 
19- dwYgk 
20- jkmxh 

dksBh&Hkyk.k
¼Hkyk.k½ 

1- Mukyk
2- Hkyk.k 
3- dk.Mh 
4- juky 
5- cM+h/kkj 
6- tkSyh 
7- [kuxu 
8- [kekjMk 
9- puh/kkj 
10- gqjpk 
 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk 
Hkyk.k&2 esa jgsaxsA 
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vkns'k }kjk] 

lfpo ¼iapk;rh jkt½A 
 

&&&&&&&&& 
 

iapk;rh jkt foHkkx 
 

vf/klwpuk 
 

f'keyk&171 009] 07 ekpZ] 2026 
 

 la[;k% ihlh,p&,p, ¼1½3@2024&11335&43-&&bl foHkkx dh vf/klwpuk la[;k ihlh,p& 
,p,¼1½3@2024&7019&24 o 7078] fnukad 28&02&2025 }kjk ftyk dqYyw esa xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dks 
foHkkftr@iquxZfBr vkSj u, xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dks xfBr djus rFkk xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dh LFkkiuk gsrq izLrkouk 
}kjk lEcfU/kr xzke lHkk lnL;ksa ls vk{ksi ,oa lq>ko vkeaf=r fd, x, Fks rFkk mik;qDr] ftyk dqYyw dks 
bl lEcU/k esa] vk{ksi@lq>ko izkIr djus vkSj mu ij fopkj djus ds mijkUr vfUre flQkfj”k izLrqr 
djus ds fy, izkf/kd`r fd;k x;k Fkk ( 
 
 vkSj D;kasfd mijksDr vf/klwpuk ds lanHkZ esa fu;r vof/k ds Hkhrj izkIr gq, vk{ksiksa ij mik;qDr] 
ftyk dqYyw }kjk fopkj fd;k x;k rFkk rnuqlkj mu ij vko”;d fofu”p; fd;k x;k( 
 
 vr% fgekpy izns”k ds jkT;iky] fgekpy izns”k iapk;rh jkt vf/kfu;e] 1994 ¼o’kZ 1994 dk 
vf/kfu;e la[;kd 4½ dh /kkjk 3 dh mi&/kkjk ¼1½ o ¼2½ }kjkiznRr “kfDr;ksa dk iz;ksx djrs gq,] ftyk 
dqYyw fgekpy izns”k dh fuEufyf[kr vuqlwph esa of.kZr xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dks foHkkftr@iquxZfBr dj] u, 

5- ea>yh 
eq[;kokl 
Bw.kh jk 
'kksj.k 
 

1- gokbZ
2- Bw.kh jk 'kksj.k 
3- Njsykjk 'kksj.k 
4- 'kkMx 
5- vij f'k;kg 
6- yksvj f'k;kg 
7- ';ke uxj&1 
8- ';ke uxj&2 
9- FkkSypkvkxs 
10- Vw.Mkou 
11- Dekan 
12- Fkkpk 
13- iksMlw/kkj 
14- fuaxuk 
15- oks'kk/kkj 
 

f'k;kg
eq[;kokl 

vIij f'k;kg 

1- vij f'k;kg
2- yksvj f'k;kg 
3- iksMlw/kkj 
4- FkkSypkvkxs 
5- ';ke uxj&2

¼vakf”kd½ edku 
la[;k 388 ls 
394@d] 396@ 
413 ls 415 o 419 
rdA 

 

dks’B  la[;k 5 esa
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk ea>yh 
esa jgsaxsA 

fodkl [k.M dqYyw 
6- [kMhgkj 

eq[;kokl 
ipkgyh 

 

1- ipkgyh 
2- fHk;kpd 
3- ikgukyk 
4- cUl 
5- fyaxj 
6- [kyksxh 
7- eFkwy 

ikgukyk
 

1- ikgukyk
2- cUl 
3- fyaxj 
 

dks’B  la[;k 5 esa
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk [kMh 
gkj esa jgsaxsA 
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xzke lHkk dk xBu dj] muds fy, mijksDr vf/kfu;e dh /kkjk 4 dh mi&/kkjk ¼1½ ds iz;kstu gsrq] fuEu 
izdkj ls xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dh LFkkiuk dk lg’kZ vkns”k iznku djrs gSaA 
 

vuqlwph 
 
Ø0 
la0 

orZeku xzke 
lHkk dk uke 

dks"B la[;k 2 esa 
of.kZr xzke lHkk ds 

xzkeksa ds uke 

ubZ xzke lHkk dk 
uke rFkk mlds 
eq[;ky; dk uke 

dks"B la[;k 4 esa 
of.kZr ubZ xzke lHkk esa 
lfEefyr gksus okys 

xzkeksa ds uke 

dks"B la[;k  2 esa  
of.kZr xzke lHkk  esa  
“ks’k cps xzkeksa ds uke 

fooj.k

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
fodkl [k.M uxj 
1 gyku&2 

¼ckM+h½ 
1- exk.kk 
2- ihg 
3- edksV 
4- dkbZu&1 
5- ikudksV 
6- ej>ka 
7- /kfM+xapk 
8- f”kYyk 
9- dkbZu&2 
10- cUny 
11- rjk”kh 
12- ja[kMw 
13- okM+h 
14- tS.Mh 
15- iryhdqgy 

f”kYykgyk.k
¼eq[;kokl f”kYYkk½ 

1- exk.kk
2- ihg 
3- edksV 
4- dkbZu&1 
5- ikudksV 
6- ej>ka 
7- /kfM+xapk 
8- f”kYyk 
9- dkbZu&2 
 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksMdj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk 
gyku&2 esa jgsaxsA 

&

2- ulksxh 
¼fl;ky½ 

1- dU;ky 
2- flelk 
3- fN;ky 
4- oylkjh 
5- ulksxh 
6- fl;ky 

dU;ky
¼fN;ky½ 

1- dU;ky
2- flelk 
3- fN;ky 
 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk ulksxh 
esa jgsaxsA 

fodkl [k.M HkwUrj 

3- f”kyhgkj 
¼ujksxh&1½ 

1- laxVsgM 
2- ohjuh 
3- ujksxh&“kksju 
4- ujksxh&1 
5- ujksxh&2 
6- =Sg.k 

f”kYyhgkj&2 
fLFkr 
”kSykikuh 

1- laxVsgM
2- ohjuh 
3- pdfjxak 
4- ykgluh 
5- lykl 
 

xzke lHkk f”kyhgkj 
¼ujksxh&1½ ds dks’B 
la[;k 5 esa of.kZr xzkeksa 
dks NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk 
f”kyhgkj ¼ujksxh&1½ esa 
jgsaxsA 

4- NSamj 
 

1- pdfjxak 
2- ykgluh 
3- Nsmj 
4- oMksxh 
5- tNuh 
6- dksV 
7- flÅM 
8- dqbZ/kkj 
9- pkSgdh 
10- lykl 
11- dksVywFkkuk 

xzke lHkk Nsmj ds 
dks’B la[;k 5 esa 
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk NsÅj 
esa jgsaxsA 
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vkns'k }kjk] 
lfpo ¼iapk;rh jkt½A 

&&&&&&& 
 

iapk;rh jkt foHkkx 
 

vf/klwpuk 
 

f'keyk&171 009] 07 ekpZ] 2026 
 

 la[;k%ihlh,p&,p, ¼1½3@2024&11358&70-&&bl foHkkx dh vf/klwpuk la[;k ihlh,p&,p, 
¼1½3@2024&7055&65] fnukad 28&02&2025 }kjk ftyk f”keyk esa xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dks foHkkftr@iquxZfBr 
vkSj u, xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dks xfBr djus rFkk xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dh LFkkiuk gsrq izLrkouk }kjk lEcfU/kr xzke 
lHkk lnL;ksa ls vk{ksi ,oa lq>ko vkeaf=r fd, x, Fks rFkk  mik;qDr] ftyk f”keyk dks bl lEcU/k esa] 
vk{ksi@lq>ko izkIr djus vkSj mu ij fopkj djus ds mijkUr vfUre flQkfj”k izLrqr djus ds fy, 
izkf/kd`r fd;k x;k Fkk ( 
 
 vkSj D;kasfd mijksDr vf/klwpuk ds lanHkZ esa fu;r vof/k ds Hkhrj izkIr gq, vk{ksiksa ij mik;qDr] 
ftyk f”keyk }kjk fopkj fd;k x;k rFkk rnuqlkj mu ij vko”;d fofu”p; fd;k x;k( 

12- dykSuh 
13- dksgu 

fodkl [k.M dqYyw 

5- ekux< 
¼eq[;kokl 
nks?kjh½ 

1- nks?kjh 
2- tdMsgy 
3- {kken 
4- ikyklsjh 
5- ykbZ /kkjx 
6- “kxkspd 
7- fr;wu 
8- lekyax 
9- lek.kk 
10- njhtx 
11- lykrjh 

fr;wu
¼eq[;kokl lykrjh½ 

1- fr;wu
2- lekyax 
3- njhtx 
4- lykrjh 
5- lek.kk 
6- ljkgu 
7- dMhxpk 
8- pykg 
 

xzke lHkk ekux<
¼eq[;kokl nks?kjh½ ds 
dks’B la[;k 5 esa 
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksMdj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk ekux< 
¼eq[;kokl nks?kjh½ esa 
jgsaxsA 

6- Maq[kjhxkgj 1- ljkgu 
2- dMhxpk 
3- pykg 
4- xzkaeax 
5- vIij dkyax 
6- yksvj dkyax 
7- Maq[kjh 
8- “kkyax 
9- oxh 

xzke lHkk Maq[kjh ds 
dks’B la[;k 5 esa 
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksMdj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk Maq[kjh 
esa jgsaxsA 

fodkl [k.M fuje.M 

7- ckMh 
eq[;kokl 

ckMh 
 

1- ckMh
 ¼18@52½ 
2- d”kkSyh 
 ¼18@51½  

d”kkSyh
eq[;kokl d”kkSyh 

1- d”kkSyh
 ¼18@51½ 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk ckMh esa 
jgsaxsA 

ckMh
eq[;ko
kl 
ckMh 
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 vr% fgekpy izns”k ds jkT;iky] fgekpy izns”k iapk;rh jkt vf/kfu;e] 1994 ¼o’kZ 1994 dk 
vf/kfu;e la[;kd 4½ dh /kkjk 3 dh mi&/kkjk ¼1½ o ¼2½ }kjk iznRr “kfDr;ksa dk iz;ksx djrs gq,] ftyk 
f”keyk fgekpy izns”k dh xzke lHkk {ks=ksa ds foHkktu@iquxZBu ls lEcfU/kr] mijksDr vuqlkj tkjh 
vf/klwpuk esa of.kZr xzke lHkk v<ky o fVDdj ls ubZ xzke lHkk ds xBu dh izLrkouk dks fujLr djus 
rFkk fuEufyf[kr vuqlwph esa of.kZr xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dks foHkkftr@iquxZfBr dj] u, xzke lHkk dk xBu 
dj] muds fy, mijksDr vf/kfu;e dh /kkjk 4 dh mi&/kkjk ¼1½ ds iz;kstu gsrq] fuEu izdkj ls xzke lHkk 
{ks=ksa dh LFkkiuk dk lg’kZ vkns”k iznku djrs gSaA 
 

vuqlwph 
 
Ø0 
la0 

orZeku 
xzke lHkk 
dk uke 

dks"B la[;k 2 esa 
of.kZr xzke lHkk ds 

xzkeksa ds uke 

ubZ xzke lHkk dk uke 
rFkk mlds eq[;ky; 

dk uke 

dks"B la[;k 4 esa 
of.kZr ubZ xzke lHkk 
esa lfEefyr gksus 
okys xzkeksa ds uke 

dks"B la[;k  2 esa  
of.kZr xzke lHkk  esa  
“ks’k cps xzkeksa ds uke 

fooj.k

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
fodkl [k.M clariqj 
1- clariqj 1- clariqj 

2- rjksj 
3- iusgjk 
4- ukyVq 
5- dnksx 
6- VejksMw 
7- eaM;kyw 
8- etsyw 
9- tkaMj 
10- dyoh 
11- uMw[kj 
12- deykMwaxjh 
13- ,Ecjh 
14- taxy ,Ecjh 
15- taxy nsgkr 

eaM;kyw
¼eq[;kokl dnksx½ 

1- eaM;kyw
2- etsyw 
3- tkaMj 
4- dnksx 
5- VejksMw 

 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksMdj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk 
clariqj esa jgsaxsA 

fodkl [k.M VqVw 
2- /kewu  

eq[;kokl 
[kyx ¼gyVh½ 

1- /kewu
2- M<ksy 
3- [kMwu 
4- [kk;jh 
5- [kyx 
6- >kdMh 
7- f”kYyh 
8- jksMh 
9- iuosyk 
10- dfyeq 
11- tnSuh 
12- c?kyh 
13- Hkok.kk 

dksVh/kkj
¼eq[;kokl c?kyh½ 

1- f”kYyh
2- c?kyh 
3- tnSuh 
4- dfyeq 
 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk /kewu 
esa  jgasxsA 

&

fodkl [k.M fB;ksx 

3- dsyoh 1- dsyoh
2- okbZyk 
3- tnwu 
4- fpoMh 

xMkg
¼eq[;kokl xMkg 

dqQjh½ 

1- HkMsox
2- HkMS.kk 
3- xMkg 
4- jks.kh pnkjk 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksMdj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk dsyoh 
esa  jgasxsA 
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5- HkMsox
6- HkMS.kk 
7- “kMSp 
8- xMkg 
9- jks.kh pnkjk 
10- taxy iuSyh 
11- taxy >ky: 
 dykMh 

5- taxy iuSyh
6- taxy >ky: 
 dykMh 
 
 
 

fodkl [k.M jksgMw 

4- [kxVsMh 1- Mh0ih0,Q0 
dsoyh 

2- jsgMh 
3- is[kk/kkj 
4- Mh0ih0,Q0 

ctS”ky 
5- ctS”ky 
6- dsoyh 
7- Mh0ih0,Q0 

[kxVsMh 
8- Mh0ih0,Q0 

ddksbZokl 
9- ddksbZ 
10- dUnjksM+k 

dsoyh
¼lqUnjuxj½ 

1- Mh0ih0,Q0 
dsoyh 

2- jsgMh 
3- is[kk/kkj 
4- Mh0ih0,Q0 

ctS”ky 
5- ctS”ky 
6- dsoyh 
 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksMdj vU; lHkhxzke] 
xzke lHkk [kxVsMh esa 
jgasxsA 

fodkl [k.M NkSgkjk 

5- f”kykns”k 1- xt;kuh 
2- f”kykns”k 
3- FkykFkj 
4- yMksV 

/keokMh 1- xt;kuh
 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksMdj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk 
f”kykns”k esa jgasxsA 

6- xkaolkjh 1- edVksV 
2- gkSapyh 
3- gMok.kh 
4- Mh0ih0,Q0   g
5- jkmlh 
6-xksLdokMh 
7- xkaolkjh 
8- vVxako 

edVksV&gkSapyh 1- edVksV
2- gkSapyh 
3- gMok.kh 
4- Mh0ih0,Q0  

gMok.kh 
5- nslksjh mixkao 
6- “kkS;j mixkao 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk xkao 
lkjh esa jgsaxsA 

7- dyksVh 1- c<qvk
2- “kkjdqyh 
3- dyksVh 
4- >VokM+h 
5- HkVokMh 
6- Mh0ih0,Q     

fujtk 

HkVokMh&>VokM+h
¼eq[;kokl  HkVokMh½ 

1- >VokM+h
2- HkVokMh 
3 Mh0ih0,Q 
fujtk 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksMdj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk dyksVh 
esa jgasxsA 

fodkl [k.M dqioh 
8- dqyx 1- dqyx

2- fVDdj 
3 lkeqoh 
 

fVDdj 1- fVDdj
2- lkeqoh 
 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk dqyx 
esa  jgasxsA 
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vkns'k }kjk] 

lfpo ¼iapk;rh jkt½A 
 

&&&&&&&& 
 
 

iapk;rh jkt foHkkx 
 

vf/klwpuk 
 

f'keyk&171 009] 09 ekpZ] 2026 
 

 la[;k% ihlh,p&,p, ¼1½3@2024&11688&94-&&bl foHkkx dh vf/klwpuk la[;k ihlh,p& 
,p,¼1½3@2024&7016&18 o 6913] fnukad 28&02&2026 }kjk ftyk e.Mh esa xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dks 
foHkkftr@iquxZfBr vkSj u, xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dks xfBr djus rFkk xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dh LFkkiuk gsrq izLrkouk 
}kjk lEcfU/kr xzke lHkk lnL;ksa ls vk{ksi ,oa lq>ko vkeaf=r fd, x, Fks rFkk mik;qDr] ftyk e.Mh dks 
bl lEcU/k esa] vk{ksi@lq>ko izkIr djus vkSj mu ij fopkj djus ds mijkUr vfUre flQkfj”k izLrqr 
djus ds fy, izkf/kd`r fd;k x;k Fkk (  
 
 vkSj D;kasfd mijksDr vf/klwpuk ds lanHkZ esa fu;r vof/k ds Hkhrj izkIr gq, vk{ksiksa ij mik;qDr] 
ftyk e.Mh }kjk fopkj fd;k x;k rFkk rnuqlkj mu ij vko”;d fofu”p; fd;k x;k( 
 
 vr% fgekpy izns”k ds jkT;iky] fgekpy izns”k iapk;rh jkt vf/kfu;e] 1994 ¼o’kZ 1994 dk 
vf/kfu;e la[;kd 4½ dh /kkjk 3 dh mi&/kkjk ¼1½ o ¼2½ }kjk iznRr “kfDr;ksa dk iz;ksx djrs gq,] ftyk 
e.Mh fgekpy izns”k dh fuEufyf[kr vuqlwph esa of.kZr xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dks foHkkftr@iquxZfBr dj] u, 
xzke lHkk dk xBu dj] muds fy, mijksDr vf/kfu;e dh /kkjk 4 dh mi /kkjk ¼1½ ds iz;kstu gsrq] fuEu 
izdkj ls xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dh LFkkiuk dk lg’kZ vkns”k iznku djrs gSaA 

fodkl [k.M pkSiky 
9- ikSfM+;k 1- cqMp

2- taxy vkjok 
3- taxy fpYyk 
4- jkUoh 
5- /kjkUnyh 
6- /kokUnyh 
7- D;kjuw 
8- ljkag 
9- taxy ljkag 
10- dksVh 
11- xLVkMh 
12- taxy   
   vejky 

13- taxy iukgp 
14- yPNksx 
15- nkNh 
16- taxy nkN 
17- f[kykj 
18- taxy f[kykj 
19- taxy jku”k 

yPNksx 1- yPNksx
2- f[kykj 
3- taxy f[kykj 
4- taxy nkN 
5- nkNh 
6- taxy jku”k 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk ikSfM+;k 
esa jgasxsA 
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vuqlwph 

 

 
vkns'k }kjk] 

 

lfpo ¼iapk;rh jkt½A 

Ø0 
la0 

orZeku 
xzke lHkk 
dk uke 

dks"B la[;k 2 esa 
of.kZr xzke lHkk ds 

xzkeksa ds uke 

ubZ xzke lHkk dk 
uke rFkk mlds 
eq[;ky; dk uke 

dks"B la[;k 4 esa 
of.kZr ubZ xzke lHkk esa 
lfEefyr gksus okys 

xzkeksa ds uke 

dks"B la[;k  2 esa  
of.kZr xzke lHkk  esa  
“ks’k cps xzkeksa ds uke 

fooj.k

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
fodkl [k.M /keZiqj 
1- YkkSax.kh 1- [ksyx

2- gqDdy 
3- rj;Ecyk 
4- ykSax.kh 
5- pqgMwjk cYg 

gqDdy 1- gqDdy
2- [ksyx 
 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk YkkSx.kh 
esa jgasxsA 

&

2- ljldku 1- yq.kxzke 
2- Bk.kk 
3- gok.kh 
4- ljldku 
5- dqljh 
6 j[ksM+k 

Bk.kk ¼cjksVh½ 1 yq.kxzke
2 Bk.kk 
3 gok.kh 
 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk 
ljldku esa jgsaxsA 

3- xz;ksg 1- pUniqj
2- <xok.kh 
3- xz;ksg 
4- >M;kj 
5- dkaxks dk  
   xgjk 
6- eklyk 
7- Bk.kk 
8- NosgM+ 

dkaxks dk xgjk 1- dkaxks dk xgjk
2- >M;kj 
3- Bk.kk 
4- eklyk 
 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksMdj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk xz;ksg 
esa jgsaxsA 

4- yaxsgM 1- fg;q.k
2- nzqea.k 
3- fx;q.k 
4- yaxsgM+ 
5- ckjy 

fx;q.k 1- fg;q.k
2- nzqea.k 
3- fx;q.k 
 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk yaxsgM 
esa  jgsaxsA 

5- ljh 1- dikgh
2- ljh 
3- lukSj 
4- fQgM 

fQgM 1- dikgh
2- lukSj 
3- fQgM 
 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk ljh esa 
jgsaxsA 

fodkl [k.M xksgj 
6- ukS.k 1- cSgjh 

2- ukS.k 
3- iBku 
4- dksV 
5- cjtksgMw 
6- QaX;kj 
7- Mh0ih0,Q0  
   vksMh 

dksV 1- dksV
2- QaX;kj 
3- Mh0ih0,Q0 

vksMh 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk ukS.k esa 
jgsaxsA 

&
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iapk;rh jkt foHkkx 

 
“kqf)i= 

 
f'keyk&171 009] 10 ekpZ] 2026 

 
 la[;k% ihlh,p&,p,¼1½3@2024&11706&40-&&bl foHkkx dh lela[;d vf/klwpuk la[;k% 
ih0lh0 ,p0 ¼1½3@2024&11329&34] 11335&43] 11344&51] 11352&57] 11358&70] 11371&80 o 
11381&86] fnukad 07&03&2026 }kjk ftyk fcykliqj] fdUukSj] dqYyw] ykgkSy&fLFkfr] f'keyk] lksyu] o 
fljekSj dh xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dks foHkkftr@iquxZfBr vkSj u, xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dks xfBr djus rFkk xzke lHkk 
{ks=ksa dh LFkkiuk gsrq tkjh vf/klwpuk ds iSjk ua0 1 esa vafdr fnukd Þ28&02&2025Þ ds LFkku ij fnukad 
Þ28&02&2026Þ i<+k tk,A 

vkns'k }kjk] 
        lfpo ¼iapk;rh jkt½A 

 
&&&&&&&&&& 

 
iapk;rh jkt foHkkx 

 
vf/klwpuk 

 
f'keyk&171 009] 07 ekpZ] 2026 

 
 la[;k% ihlh,p&,p,¼1½3@2024&11352&57-&&bl foHkkx dh vf/klwpuk la[;k ihlh,p& 
,p,¼1½3@2024&7050&54 fnukad 28&02&2025 }kjk ftyk fcykliqj esa xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dks 
foHkkftr@iquxZfBr vkSj u, xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dks xfBr djus rFkk xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dh LFkkiuk gsrq izLrkouk 
}kjk lEcfU/kr xzke lHkk lnL;ksa ls vk{ksi ,oa lq>ko vkeaf=r fd, x, Fks rFkk mik;qDr] ftyk fcykliqj 
dks bl lEcU/k esa] vk{ksi@lq>ko izkIr djus vkSj mu ij fopkj djus ds mijkUr vfUre flQkfj”k izLrqr 
djus ds fy, izkf/kd`r fd;k x;k Fkk(  
 
 vkSj D;kasfd mijksDr vf/klwpuk ds lanHkZ esa fu;r vof/k ds Hkhrj izkIr gq, vk{ksiksa ij mik;qDr] 
ftyk fcykliqj }kjk fopkj fd;k x;k rFkk rn~uqlkj mu ij vko”;d fofu”p; fd;k x;k( 
 
 vr% fgekpy izns”k ds jkT;iky] fgekpy izns”k iapk;rh jkt vf/kfu;e] 1994 ¼o’kZ 1994 dk 
vf/kfu;e la[;kad 4½ dh /kkjk 3 dh mi&/kkjk ¼1½ o ¼2½ }kjk iznRr “kfDr;ksa dk iz;ksx djrs gq,] ftyk 
fcykliqj] fgekpy izns”k dh fuEufyf[kr vuqlwph esa of.kZr xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dks foHkkftr@iquxZfBr dj] 
u, xzke lHkk dk xBu dj] muds fy, mijksDr vf/kfu;e dh /kkjk 4 dh mi&/kkjk¼1½ ds iz;kstu gsrq] 
fuEu izdkj ls xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dh LFkkiuk dk lg’kZ vkns”k iznku djrs gSaA 
 

vuqlwph 
 
Ø0 
la0 

orZeku 
xzke lHkk 
dk uke 

dks"B la[;k 2 esa 
of.kZr xzke lHkk ds 

xzkeksa ds uke 

ubZ xzke lHkk dk 
uke rFkk mlds 
eq[;ky; dk uke 

dks"B la[;k 4 esa 
of.kZr ubZ xzke lHkk esa 
lfEefyr gksus okys 

xzkeksa ds uke 

dks"B la[;k  2 esa  
of.kZr xzke lHkk  esa  
“ks’k cps xzkeksa ds uke 

fooj.k

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

fodkl [k.M ?kqekjoha 

1- ySgM+h 1- ySgM+hljsy gfjrY;kaxj 1- gfjrY;kaxj dks’B la[;k 5 esa
of.kZr xzkeksa ySgM+h 
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vkns'k }kjk] 

lfpo ¼iapk;rh jkt½A 
 

&&&&&&& 
 
 

iapk;rh jkt foHkkx 
 

vf/klwpuk 
 

f'keyk&171 009] 07 ekpZ] 2026 
 
 la[;k% ihlh,p&,p, ¼1½3@2024&11329&34-&&bl foHkkx dh vf/klwpuk la[;k ihlh,p& 
,p,¼1½3@2024&7030&34 fnukad 28&02&2025 }kjk ftyk fdUukSj esa xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dks 
foHkkftr@iquxZfBr vkSj u, xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dks xfBr djus rFkk xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dh LFkkiuk gsrq izLrkouk 
}kjk lEcfU/kr xzke lHkk lnL;ksa ls vk{ksi ,oa lq>ko vkeaf=r fd, x, Fks rFkk mik;qDr] ftyk fdUukSj 
dks bl lEcU/k esa] vk{ksi@lq>ko izkIr djus vkSj mu ij fopkj djus ds mijkUr vfUre flQkfj”k izLrqr 
djus ds fy, izkf/kd`r fd;k x;k Fkk(  

ljsy 2- xqxky 
3- nesgM+k 
4- MweSgjk 

2- iykUxjh cYgMk 
¼jktLo xzke ySgM+h 
ljsy dk mi xkao½ 

3- iykUxjh 
Hk[;qUMk ¼jktLo 
xzke rMkSu dk mi 
xkao½ 

 

ljsy dk mi xkao
iykUxjh cYgMk dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk ySgM+h 
ljsy esa jgasxsA 

2- Maxkj 1- gfjrY;kaxj 
2- Maxkj 
3- iVVk  
   eyksrM+k 
4- n[;wr 
5- pks[kuk 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa
of.kZr xzkeksa 
gfjrY;kaxj dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk Maxkj 
esa jgsaxsA 

3- rMkSu 1- rMkSu
2- cyksVk 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa
of.kZr xzkeksa rMkSu dk 
mi xkao iykUxjh 
Hk[;qUMk dks NksM+dj 
vU; lHkh xzke] xzke 
lHkk rMkSu esa jgsaxsA 

4- n/kksy 1- n/kksy [kqnZ 
2- n/kksy dayk 
3- Hksy 
4- tlok.kh 
5- NUnksg 

NUnksg 1- tlok.kh
2- NUnksg 
3- Mksg: 
4- ej;k.kh 
5- iU;kyh 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa
of.kZr xzkeksa tlok.kh 
o NUnksg dks NksM+dj 
vU; lHkh xzke] xzke 
lHkk n/kksy esa jgsaxsA 

5- iM;kyx 1- iM;kyx 
2- Mksg: 
3- ckM+h dayk 
4- ckMh [kqnZ 
5- iatSyk 
6- ej;k.kh 
7- iU;kyh 
8- Ntksyh 
9- HkxMoku 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa
of.kZr xzkeksa Mksg:] 
ej;k.kh o iU;kyh dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk 
iM;kyx esa  jgsaxsA 
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 vkSj D;kasfd mijksDr vf/klwpuk ds lanHkZ esa fu;r vof/k ds Hkhrj dksbZ Hkh vk{ksi@lq>ko izkIr 
ugha gq,( 
 
 vr% fgekpy izns”k ds jkT;iky] fgekpy izns”k iapk;rh jkt vf/kfu;e] 1994 ¼o’kZ 1994 dk 
vf/kfu;e la[;kad 4½ dh /kkjk 3 dh mi&/kkjk ¼1½ o ¼2½ }kjk iznRr “kfDr;ksa dk iz;ksx djrs gq,] ftyk 
fdUukSj] fgekpy izns”k dh fuEufyf[kr vuqlwph esa of.kZr xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dks foHkkftr@iquxZfBr dj] u, 
xzke lHkk dk xBu dj] muds fy, mijksDr vf/kfu;e dh /kkjk 4 dh mi&/kkjk ¼1½ ds iz;kstu gsrq] fuEu 
izdkj ls xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dh LFkkiuk dk lg’kZ vkns”k iznku djrs gSaA 
 

vuqlwph 
 

 
vkns'k }kjk] 

lfpo ¼iapk;rh jkt½A 
&&&&&&&& 

 
iapk;rh jkt foHkkx 

 
vf/klwpuk 

 
f'keyk&171 009] 07 ekpZ] 2026 

 
la[;k% ihlh,p&,p, ¼1½3@2024&11344&51-&&bl foHkkx dh vf/klwpuk la[;k ihlh,p&,p, 

¼1½3@2024&7042&49 fnukad 28&02&2025 }kjk ftyk fljekSj esa xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dks foHkkftr@iquxZfBr 
vkSj u, xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dks xfBr djus rFkk xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dh LFkkiuk gsrq izLrkouk }kjk lEcfU/kr xzke 
lHkk lnL;ksa ls vk{ksi ,oa lq>ko vkeaf=r fd, x, Fks rFkk mik;qDr] ftyk fljekSj dks bl lEcU/k esa] 
vk{ksi@lq>ko izkIr djus vkSj mu ij fopkj djus ds mijkUr vfUre flQkfj”k izLrqr djus ds fy, 
izkf/kd`r fd;k x;k Fkk(     
 

 vkSj D;kasfd mijksDr vf/klwpuk ds lanHkZ esa fu;r vof/k ds Hkhrj izkIr gq, vk{ksiksa ij mik;qDr] 
ftyk fljekSj }kjk fopkj fd;k x;k rFkk rn~uqlkj mu ij vko”;d fofu”p; fd;k x;k( 

Ø0 
la0 

orZeku 
xzke lHkk 
dk uke 

dks"B la[;k 2 esa 
of.kZr xzke lHkk ds 

xzkeksa ds uke 

ubZ xzke lHkk dk 
uke rFkk mlds 
eq[;ky; dk uke 

dks"B la[;k 4 esa 
of.kZr ubZ xzke lHkk esa 
lfEefyr gksus okys 

xzkeksa ds uke 

dks"B la[;k  2 esa  
of.kZr xzke lHkk  esa  
“ks’k cps xzkeksa ds uke 

fooj.k

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1- fodkl [k.M fupkj 
1- pxkao 1- /kkjefyax 

2- ;k”kax/kkj 
3- jkxikuqax 
4- mjkcksfuax 
5- Vkijh 
6- “kkdkejax 
7- ;k”kkax 

Vkijh 
¼eq[;okl tudiqjh½ 

1- Vkijh
 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa 
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk pxkao 
esa jgasaxsA 

&

2- dVxkao 1- dVxkao
2- Mh0ih0a,Q0  
 lh&92 

3- cbZ 
4- dkuxjax 
5- jkjax 
6- “kkaxks 

“kkaxks 1- “kkaxks
2- dkuxjax 
 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa 
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk 
dVxkao pxkao esa 
jgsaxsA 
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 vr% fgekpy izns”k ds jkT;iky] fgekpy izns”k iapk;rh jkt vf/kfu;e] 1994 ¼o’kZ 1994 dk 
vf/kfu;e la[;kad 4½ dh /kkjk 3 dh mi&/kkjk ¼1½ o ¼2½ }kjk iznRr “kfDr;ksa dk iz;ksx djrs gq,] ftyk 
fljekSj] fgekpy izns”k dh fuEufyf[kr vuqlwph esa of.kZr xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dks foHkkftr@iquxZfBr dj] u, 
xzke lHkk dk xBu dj] muds fy, mijksDr vf/kfu;e dh /kkjk 4 dh mi&/kkjk¼1½ ds iz;kstu gsrq] fuEu 
izdkj ls xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dh LFkkiuk dk lg’kZ vkns”k iznku djrs gSaA 
 

vuqlwph 
 
Ø0 
la0 

orZeku 
xzke lHkk 
dk uke 

dks"B la[;k 2 esa 
of.kZr xzke lHkk ds 

xzkeksa ds uke 

ubZ xzke lHkk dk 
uke rFkk mlds 
eq[;ky; dk uke 

dks"B la[;k 4 esa 
of.kZr ubZ xzke lHkk esa 
lfEefyr gksus okys  

xzkeksa ds uke 

dks"B la[;k 2 esa  
of.kZr xzke lHkk  esa  
“ks’k cps xzkeksa ds uke 

fooj.k

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
fodkl [k.M jktx<+ 
1- dksVyk 

ckaxh 
1- /kkj iHksp 
2- dMkSyh 
3- “kukbZ dquhlsj 
4- dksVykckaxh 
5- /kfu;k lSj 
6- laxBkjk 
7- lysp nzkcyk 
8- tkyx t/ksM+ 

dMkSyh nksph 1- /kkj iHksp
2- dMkSyh 
3- “kukbZ dquhlsj 
4- dqQj eVyksM+h 
5- ysÅukuk 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa
of.kZr xzkeksa /kkj iHksp] 
dMkSyh o “kukbZ 
dquhlsj dks NksM+dj 
vU; lHkh xzke] xzke 
lHkk dksVyk ckaxh esa 
jgasxsA 

2- fMCcj 1- dqQj eVyksM+h 
2- dfy;ka ikc 
3- fMCcj 
4- ysÅukuk 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa
of.kZr xzkeksa dqQj 
eVyksM+h o ysÅukuk 
dks NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk fMCcj 
esa jgsaxsA 

fodkl [k.M laxM+kg 
3- lkaxuk 1- xkrk&eaMokp 

2- lkaxuk 
Xkkrk /kkj

¼eq[;kokl fLFkr 
e.Mokp½ 

1- xkrk&eaMokp
 

dks’B  la[;k 5 esa
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk lkaxuk 
esa  jgasxsA 

fodkl [k.M nnkgw@laxM+kg 
4- HkkVx<+ 1- HkkVx<+

2- pkMuk 
3- dkUMks gj;kl 
4- ckUnylqjk[k 

pkMuk
 

1- pkMuk
2- dkUMks gj;kl 
 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk HkkVx<+ 
esa jgasxsA 

5- HkokbZ 1- HkokbZ 
2- lSy 

dqQj&dSaFkw 1- dqQj&dSaFkw ¼jktLo 
xkao HkokbZ dk mi xzke½ 
gncLr ua0 142] 
[kljk ua0 3100 ls 
3992] 3994 ls 4019] 
4023] 4025 ls 4027] 
4029 4031 ls 4034] 
4037] 4041] 4046] 
4047] 4049 ls 4051 
4053 ls 4057] 4059 
ls 4079] 4081 ls 
4094] 4096] 4097] 
4099 ls 4102] 4104] 
4107] 4108] 4010 ls 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk HkokbZ 
+esa jgasxsA 
gncLr ua0&142 
[kljk ua0 1 ls 3099] 
4109] 4124] 4147] 
4149] 4031 4087] 
4058] 4095] 4098] 
4881@4149] 4081] 
4084] 4090] 4130] 
4155] 4161] 4020] 
4021] 4022] 4028] 
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4123] 4125 ls 4129
4132 ls 4134] 4136 
4138 ls 4140] 4142 
4144 ls 414 4145 
ls 4154] 4156 ls 
4160] 4162 ls 4216 

   4222 ls 4689 rd 

4097] 4137] 4139] 
4067] 4094] 4105] 
4135] 4020] 4221] 
4758@3993] 

4759@3993] 4024] 
4030] 4035] 4036] 
4038] 4043] 4048] 
4052] 4103] 4106] 
4131] 4140] 4141] 
4143] 4219] 4217] 
4218] 4040] 4042] 
4044] 4045] 

fodkl [k.M ukgu 
6- dkyk 

vEc 
1- eksxhuan
2- tksgM+ksa 
3- jkeiqj tVku 
4- vksxyh 
5 uxy lqdsrh 

1- eksxhuan 1- eksxhuan dks’V la[;k 5 esa of.kZr
xzkeksa dks NksM+dj vU; 
lHkh xzke] xzke lHkk 
dkyk vEc esa jgasxsA 

2 uxy lqdsrh 1- uxy lqdsrh 

7- ekRrj 1- uydk 
2- Hkxrkoyk 
3- vxMhokyk 
4- <kdM+kokyk 
5- uyhokyk 
6- lEHkkydk 
7- ekRrj 
8- HksM+ks 

uydk
 

1- uydk
2- Hkxrkoyk 
3- vxMhokyk 
4- <kdM+kokyk 
5- uyhokyk 
6- lEHkkydk 
 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa of.kZr
xzkeksa dks NksM+dj vU; 
lHkh xzke] xzke lHkk 
ekRrj esa jgasxsA 

8- ukgu 1- vkoyhokykxkM+k 
2- [ktwjuk 
3- dksVM+h 
4- e>kSyh 
5- /kkjkD;kjh 
6- flEcyokyk 

Ukkgu&II
¼eq[;kokl fLFkr  

[ktwjuk½ 

1- vkoyhokyk
  xkM+k 
2- [ktwjuk 
3- dksVM+h 
 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa of.kZr
xzkeksa dks NksM+dj vU; 
lHkh xzke] xzke lHkk 
ukgu esa jgasxsA 

fodkl [k.M f“kykbZ 

9- ckUnyh 1- ckxuk 
2- ckUnyh ¼ifr 

ckUnyh] <k<l] 
dqQj] HkqxkMh] 
iUnksx] ekuy½ 

3- fl;klq 

fl;klw 1- fl;klq
2- ckUnyh ¼ifr 

HkqxkMh] iUnksx] 
ekuy½ 

 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa of.kZr
xzkeksa dks NksM+dj vU; 
lHkh xzke] xzke lHkk 
ckUnyh esa  jgasxsA 

fodkl [k.M iPNkn 
 

10- ækcyh 1- HkkTth 
2- cukM [kyka 
3- ljlw  
4- lgjkst  
5- ykuk dlkj 
6- pcs;ksxk&e>sj 
7- ukse rksVw 
8- ckgukj  
9- ækcyh    
10-ekgykuk 

dksVyk cjksx 1- ykuk dlkj
2- pcs;ksxk&e>sj 
3- ukse rksVw 
4- dksVyk cjksx 
5- eksgu  
6- ej;ksx 

dks"B la[;k 5 esa of.kZr
xzkekas dks NksM+dj vU; 
lHkh xzke] xzke lHkk 
ækcyh esa jgasxsA 
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vkns'k }kjk] 

lfpo ¼iapk;rh jkt½A 
&&&&&&&& 

 
iapk;rh jkt foHkkx 

 
vf/klwpuk 

 
f'keyk&171 009] 07 ekpZ] 2026 

 
 la[;k% ihlh,p&,p, ¼1½3@2024&11371&80-&&bl foHkkx dh vf/klwpuk la[;k ihlh,p&,p, 
¼1½3@2024&7035&41 fnukad 28&02&2025 }kjk ftyk lksyu esa xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dks foHkkftr@iquxZfBr 
vkSj u, xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dks xfBr djus rFkk xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dh LFkkiuk gsrq izLrkouk }kjk lEcfU/krxzke 
lHkk lnL;ksa ls vk{ksi ,oa lq>ko vkeaf=r fd, x, Fks rFkk mik;qDr] ftyk lksyu dks bl lEcU/k esa] 
vk{ksi@lq>ko izkIr djus vkSj mu ij fopkj djus ds mijkUr vfUre flQkfj”k izLrqr djus ds fy, 
izkf/kd`r fd;k x;k Fkk ( 
 
 vkSj D;kasfd mijksDr vf/klwpuk ds lanHkZ esa fu;r vof/k ds Hkhrj izkIr gq, vk{ksiksa ij mik;qDr] 
ftyk lksyu }kjk fopkj fd;k x;k rFkk rnuqlkj mu ij vko”;d fofu”p; fd;k x;k( 
 
 vr% fgekpy izns”k ds jkT;iky] fgekpy izns”k iapk;rh jkt vf/kfu;e] 1994 ¼o’kZ 1994 dk 
vf/kfu;e la[;kad 4½ dh /kkjk 3 dh mi&/kkjk ¼1½ o ¼2½ }kjk iznRr “kfDr;ksa dk iz;ksx djrs gq,] ftyk 
lksyu] fgekpy izns”k dh xzke lHkk {ks=ksa ds foHkktu@iquxZBu ls lEcfU/kr] mijksDr vuqlkj tkjh 
vf/klwpuk esa of.kZr xzke lHkk Hkwefr ls izLrkfor xzke lHkk MkMy ds xBu dh izLrkouk dks fujLr djus 
rFkk fuEufyf[kr vuqlwph esa of.kZr xzke lHkk {ks=ksa dks foHkkftr@iquxZfBr dj] u, xzke lHkk dk xBu 
dj] muds fy, mijksDr vf/kfu;e dh /kkjk 4 dh mi&/kkjk ¼1½ ds iz;kstu gsrq] fuEu izdkj ls xzke lHkk 
{ks=ksa dh LFkkiuk dk lg’kZ vkns”k iznku djrs gSaA 
  

vuqlwph 
 

11- nkMks 
nsofj;k 

1- fjokMh ethBh 
2- psoyk cdkux 
3- dksVyk cjksx 
4- eksgu  
5- cfj;qMh  
6- ej;ksx  
7- nkMks nsofj;k 
8- fHk;qUFk  
9- Fkkuk dkoM+h 
10-lksgkyk 

dks"B la[;k 5 esa of.kZr
xzkekas dks NksM+dj vU; 
lHkh xzke] xzke lHkk 
nkMks nsofj;k esa  jgasxsA 

Ø0 
la0 

orZeku 
xzke lHkk 
dk uke 

dks"B la[;k 2 esa 
of.kZr xzke lHkk ds 

xzkeksa ds uke 

ubZ xzke lHkk dk 
uke rFkk mlds 
eq[;ky; dk uke 

dks"B la[;k 4 esa 
of.kZr ubZ xzke lHkk esa 
lfEefyr gksus okys  

xzkeksa ds uke 

dks"B la[;k  2 esa  
of.kZr xzke lHkk  esa  
“ks’k cps xzkeksa ds uke 

fooj.k

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
fodkl [k.M d.Mk?kkV 
1- eeyhx 1- deY;kM 

2- dkdM+k 
c”khy 1- taxy <;koyk

2- t[kMh;w 
dks’B la[;k 5 esa 
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
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3- dk;lw
4- puksM 
5- piyk 
6- NkNh 
7- taxy <;koyk 
8- t[kMh;w 
9- <;koyk 
10- rsyh 
11- Fkku 
12- Mwg 
13- usjh 
14- cdslw 
15- c”khy 
16- c”kksy 
17- Hkksyk 
18- efrew 
19- eeyhx 
20- egksx 
21- f”ko”kadjx<+ 
22- lusV  

3- rsyh
4- Fkku 
5- Mwg 
6- usjh 
7- c”khy 
8- efrew 
9- egksx 
10-puksM 

xzke] xzke lHkk eeyhx
esa jgsaxsA 

 fodkl [k.M dqfugkj 
2- /kqa/ku 1- /kq/ku 

2- nkao  
3- pekdM+h 
4- Mwxuq 
5- Mqxfugkj 
6- ?k;k.kk 
7- E;k.kk 
8- iySuh 
9- xksgj 
10- L;kjh 
11- ilyokyk 
12- ilytsjh 
13- cseq HkysM+k 
14- cseq HkkaxM+k 
15- ?kjVqjh 
16- ,j 
17- VqbZ: 
 

1- VqbZ: 1- VqbZ:
2- ?kjVqjh 
3- ,j 
4- cseq HkysM+k 
5- cseq HkkaxM+k 
 

xzke lHkk /kqa/ku ds 
dks’B la[;k 5 esa 
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk /kq/ku 
esa jgsaxsA 

2- pekdM+h 1- pekdM+h
2- nkao  
3- Mwxuq 
4- Mqxfugkj 
5- ?k;k.kk 
6- j.kksg [kkylk  
 
 

3- guqeku 
cMksx 

1- cMksx guqeku 
2- ukaok 
3- ea/kksoVh 
4- MEykuk okyk 
5- MEykuk tsjh 
6- taxy euyksx 
7- eku.k 
8- j.kksg “kklu 
9- j.kksg [kkylk 
10- xansoVk 

izLrkfor xzke lHkk 
pekdM+h esa lfEefyr 
xkao juksg [kkylk dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh xzke 
lHkk guqeku cMksx esa 
jgsaxsA 
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11- cgy 
12- dksVyk 

4- Hkwerh 1- uxjokM 
2- cftmu 
3- lks;yh 
4- ts[kMh 
5- Hkwerh 
6- lksFkh 
7- i[kjsM 
8- “kkaxyh 
9- lY;kV 
10- fjgkou 
11- MkMy 
12- jkeiqj 
13- dksVyq 
14- tejksVh 
15- pqukM  
    czkge.kk 
16- pqukM duSrk 
17- yksgkjk 
18- /kSuh 
19- bdok duSrk 
20- bdok   
    czkge.kk 
21- cMey 

tejksVh fLFkr 
pqukM czkge.kk 

1- uxjokM
2- cftmu 
3- lks;yh ¼mi&xkao 

IyklVk o cy;kMw 
dks NksM+dj½ 

4- tejksVh 
5- pqukM czkge.kk 
6- pqukM duSrk 
7- yksgkjk 
8- /kSuh 
9- bdok duSrk 
10- bdok czkge.kk 
 

xzke lHkk Hkwerh ds 
dks’B la[;k 5 esa 
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk Hkwerh 
esa jgsaxsA 

fodkl [k.M ukykx< 

5- penkj 1- loklu
2- penkj 
3- uuksok 
4- fd;kjh 
5- fcVBu 
6- paxj ?kqekjk 
7- cky  
8- fuly 
9- fugkjh 
10- euykax [kqnZ 
11- ?kkV 
12- nyNkEc 
13- iVVk 
14- jkSMh 
15- dVVy 
16- txsM 
 

nyNkEc 1- ?kkV
2- nyNkEc 
3- iVVk 
4- jkSMh 
5- dVVy 
6- txsM 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa of.kZr 
xzkeksa dks NksM+dj vU; 
lHkh xzke] xzke lHkk 
penkj  esa jgsaxsA  

6- c:.kk 1- c:.kk
2- ektjk 
3- ?kjksVh 
4- jk;iqj 
5- j[k jk;iqj 
6- eyokyk 

dksVyk dyka 1- dksVyk dyka
2- Qykgh 
3- eyokyk fupyh 
 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa of.kZr 
xzkeksa dks NksM+dj vU; 
lHkh xzke] xzke lHkk 
c:.kk  esa jgsaxsA 
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mijyh

7- dksVyk dayk 
8- Qykgh 
9- eyokyk 

fupyh 
fodkl [k.M lksyu 

7- lsj cusM+k 1- lsj cusM+k 
2- ckxM 
3- usgj dayk 
4- cMksx 
5- “kjks.k cksuk 
6- frjeyh 

/kkj&c[kwuk
¼c[kwuk½ 

1- “kjks.k cksuk
2- frjeyh 
3- /kkj 
4- uxkyh 
5- c[kquk 
6- yD[kM+kth  
  ¼mi&xkao vkath dks 
   NksM+dj½ 
 
 

izLrkfor xzke lHkk 
/kkj&c[kwuk esa lfEefyr 
xkao “kjks.k cksuk o 
frjeyh dks NksMdj 
vU; lHkh xzke] xzke 
lHkk lsj cusM+k esa jgsaxsA 

8- “kejksM 1- /kkj 
2- cnysp 
3- dksBh 
4- vkEcM 
5- /ktkZ 
6- dyksM 
7- dwgj [kkYVw  
8- iktks 
9- lukoy 
10- <kdks 
11- “ksoyk czkVh 
12- “kejksM 
 

izLrkfor xzke lHkk 
/kkj&c[kwuk esa lfEefyr 
xkao /kkj dks NksM+dj 
vU; lHkh xzke] xzke 
lHkk “kejksM esa jgsaxsA  

9- e”khoj 1- uxkyh
2- f”kxj  
3- c[kquk 
4- yD[kM+kth 
5- d<kjh dayk 
6- dksVyk 
7- xVwy 
8- xM[kksyk 
9- tydM+k 
10- Mokjyh 
11- rokrykMk 
12- nzk;uk 
13- Qkxks 
14- cLlh 
15- ck;yk 
16- Hkktks 
17- euwg fVdjh 
18- e”khoj 
19- jkoh 
20- yqxklu  
    flgkjMh 
21- yk;u 
22- “kqUuw fVdjh 
23- lsj fpjkx  

izLrkfor xzke lHkk 
/kkj&c[kwuk esa lfEefyr 
xkao uxkyh] c[kquk o 
yD[kM+kth ¼mi&xkao 
vkath dks NksM+dj½ dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh xzke] 
xzke lHkk e”khoj esa 
jgasxsA 
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24- “khy “keyksx 
25- d<kjh [kqnZ 

fodkl [k.M iVVk 

10- ckfM+;k 
¼iVVk½ 

1- ?;k.k
2- fVDdj   
   tkcy 
3- leyksx 
4- iiyksx 
5- tksgM+th 
6- HkHkkSjh 
7- usgy 
8- ejhm 
9- <kc 
10- cjksVk 
11- eqYgkM+h 
12- ps;ksx 
13- cVksyh 
14- [kM+yh 
15- iatyh 
16- cwVkbyk 
17- cksM+uh 
18- c<sjh 
19- ldjkyk 
20- [kyx 
21- enQy 
22- ektjk 
23- izrkiiqj 
24- iVVk 
25- ckfM+;k 
26- dksaVk ikjyk 
27- dksaVk okjyk 
28- ojkxq 
29- dkaly 
30- taxy [kyx 
31- taxy  
    dkaly 
32- taxy “kqDy 
33- /kkjMw 
34- Fkkiy 
 

?;k.k
 

1- ?;k.k
2- fVDdj tkcy 
3- leyksx 
4- iiyksx 
5- tksgM+th 
6- HkHkkSjh 
7- usgy 
8- ejhm 
9- <kc 
10- cjksVk 
11- eqYgkM+h 
12- ps;ksx 
13- cVksyh 
14- cwVkbyk 
15- dUt;kjk 
16- trkou 
17- tejkgM+k 
18- iukFkjh 
19- Hkksxiqj 
20- f”key ikuh 
21- “ksjVk 
22- Mfy;ka 
 

xzke lHkk ckfM+;k 
¼iVVk½ ds dks’B la[;k 
5 esa Ø0 la0 1 ls 14 
rd  of.kZr xzkeksa  dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke  lHkk 
ckfM+;k ¼iVVk½ esa 
jgsaxsA 

11- xks;yk 1- vEcksVk 
2- dUt;kjk 
3- dkVy 
czkgk.kk 

4- xks;yk 
5- trkou 
6- tqCcM+ 
7- tejkgM+k 
8- iukFkjh 

xzke lHkk xks;yk ds
dks’B la[;k 5  esa Ø0 
la0 15 las 21 rd 
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk xks;yk 
esa jgasxsA 
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9- Qkoxyk 
10- c<y 
11- c<<q 
12- cyksVk 
13- Hkksxiqj 
14- “ksjyk 
15- f”key ikuh 
16- lqvk 
17- “ksjVk 
18- ctrk.kk 

12- nkM+ok 1- dUnj;kM+ 
2- dkeyh 
3- [kkUxM 
4- [ksph 
5- [ksjVw ?kkV 
6- P;kyh 
7- trjksx 
8- Mfy;ka 
9- Mwg 
10- <kc 
11- rajxkyk 
12- freyh 
13- n?kksVk 
14- nkMr 
15- nkMok 
16- /kkj 
17- /kkj tks[kMh 
18- /kkSyk 
19- cuyxh 
20- cjyk 
21- cjksM 
22- ckxh 
23- csiM 
24- fHkoka 
25- ejgsVk 
26- jkSMh 
27- “ku 
28- “kkoyh ckx 
29- lkyu 
30- lqukMh 
 

rajxkyk 1- dkeyh
2- [ksph 
3- Mwg 
4- rajxkyk 
5- n?kksVk 
6- nkMr 
7- /kkj 
8- /kkj tks[kMh 
9- /kkSyk 
10- cjyk 
11- ckxh 
12- caiM 
13- fHkoka 
14- lkyu 
 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa Ø0 
la0 1 ls 14 o xzke 
lHkk ?;k.k lfEefyr 
xkao Mfy;k dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke  lHkk nkM+ok 
esa jgsaxsA 

13- iVVkukyh 1- ukyx 
2- ekgyh 
3- /kkj 
4- ukjk 
5- HkkS.k 
6- enQy 
7- nkoyh 
8- dFkyksg 

pMh;kj 1- fof/k
2- xqjnkliqjk 
3- ulsjh 
4- dsuFkk 
5- pMh;kj 
6- [kjksVk 
7- tqeykiqj 

dks’B la[;k 5 esa 
of.kZr xzkeksa dks 
NksM+dj vU; lHkh 
xzke] xzke lHkk 
iVVkukyh esa jgsaxsA 
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vkns'k }kjk] 

lfpo ¼iapk;rh jkt½A 
&&&&&&&&& 

 
 HIMACHAL PRADESH ELECTRICITY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

Vidyut Aayog Bhawan, Block No. 37, SDA Complex, Kasumpti, Shimla-171009 
Tel No. 0177-2627263, 2627907 Fax. No. 0177-2627162 
E-mail: secy-hperc@hp.gov.in Website: www.hperc.org 

 
NOTIFICATION 

 
Dated, the 07th April, 2026 

 
 No. HPERC-B02/1/2022-.—In exercise of powers vested under the provisions of the 
Himachal Pradesh Electricity Regulatory Commission (Consumer Grievances Redressal Forum and 
Ombudsman) Regulations, 2013 as amended from time to time, the HP Electricity Regulatory 
Commission hereby nominate the following incumbents as Independent Members of the Additional 
Consumer Grievances Redressal Forums (CGRFs) for the Operation Circles indicated against their 
respective names:— 
 

Sl. No. Name & Address Operation Circle 

1. Sh. Shiv Singh (D.O.B. 19-09-1971) s/o Sh. Kalu Ram, 
Vill. Gadouri, P.O. Shamshi, Tehsil Bhuntar, Distt. Kullu 
(H.P.)-175 126. Ph. No. 94184-33847, 82193-93771. 

Kullu 

2. Sh. Parveen Kumar Chauhan (D.O.B. 20-03-1967) 
r/o Nav Durga Niwas, Bagh, Below Old Police Barrier, 
Shimla-171 005, 98160-89689. 

Solan 

3. Sh. Mohan Singh Guleria, (D.O.B. 02-08-1965) 
s/o Sh. Hardyal Singh Guleria, Address V.P.O. Samoh, 
Tehsil Jhandutta, District Bilaspur (H.P.) Ph. 94184-57116. 

Bilaspur 

4. Sh. Bhupinder Paul Sharma (D.O.B. 15-08-1970) s/o 
Sh. Bal Krishan Sharma r/o ShgarmaNiwas, Majhath, P.O. 
Totu, Near Primary School Majhath, Shimla -171 011 
(H.P.) Ph. No. 94181-41077. 

Shimla 

9-  /kj
10- fof/k 
11- xqjnkliqjk 
12- ulsjh 
13- dsuFkk 
14- pMh;kj 
15- [kjksVk 
16- dqukuk 
17- psvksVk 
18- :gkok 
19- lyxk 
20- e>sM 
21- ijksy 
22- ckyeq 
23- tqeykiqj 
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5. Sh. Ashwani Puri (D.O.B. 15-08-1965) Vill. Khenda, Post 

Office Jhaniara, Tehsil & Distt. Hamirpur, Himachal 
Pradesh-177 001, Ph. No. 94180-05142. 

Hamirpur 

  
 As per the provisions of the aforesaid Regulations, the nomination of above incumbents will 
be for three (3) years from the date on which he takes over as such or until he attains the age of  
65 years, whichever is earlier. 
   
 The salary and allowances shall be as per the provisions notified under HPERC (Salary and 
Allowances of the nominated Independent Members of the Forum for Redressal of Grievances of 
the Consumers) Order, 2013 as amended from time to time. 
 

      By order of the Commission, 
 

           Sd/- 
       Secretary HPERC, Shimla. 

__________ 
 

MEDICAL EDUCATION & RESEARCH DEPARTMENT 
 

NOTIFICATION 
 

Shimla-2, the 30th March, 2026 
 

 No. 255016(Year-2025)-Loose.—The Governor, Himachal Pradesh, in order to standardize 
faculty requirement/ optimal faculty utilization ensuring transparaent career progression and to 
improve patient care services through better management and resource allocations, is pleased to 
order to notify the Common Cadre of faculty members, i.e., Professors, Associate Professors and 
Assistant Professors, for new Government Medical Colleges in the State (i.e. Dr. YSPGMC 
Nahan, SLBSGMC Nerchowk (Mandi), Dr. RKGMC Hamirpur and Pt. JLNGMC Chamba) 
under the Department of Medical Education & Research, Himachal Pradesh, in the larger public 
interest. 
 

 The Department Notification No. HFW-B(B)9-4/2015-II, dated 17-11-2018, alongwith all 
subsequent amendments thereto, stands hereby superseded. 
 

 The implementation of the ‘Common Cadre System’ in the above newly opened 
Government Medical Colleges of the State shall be governed by the following terms and 
conditions:— 
 
 (a) Cadre Merger/ Common Cadre:—All future recruitments and appointments of 
faculty members (i.e. Professor, Associate Professor & Assistant Professor) in the new Government 
Medical Colleges shall be undertaken under the ‘Common Cadre System’ adopted by this 
notification. The will ensure uniformity in recruitment, appointment, promotion and career 
progression, harmonize service conditions and facilitate equitable and need-based transfer of 
faculty across institutions, thereby eliminating disparities and promoting efficient human resource 
management. Further, in order to ensure the stabilization and optimal functioning of newly 
established Government Medical Colleges/ institutions, the faculty members posted therein shall 
not be transferred to established institutions, namely IGMC Shimla, AIMSS Chamiana and Dr. 
RPGMC Tanda. 
 

 (b) Direct recruitment/ appointment:—All unadvertised posts, or those for which the 
recruitment process has not yet been initiated, shall henceforth come under the ambit of the 
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Common Cadre System. Accordingly, fresh, consolidated requisitions shall be routed through the 
Himachal Pradesh Public Service Commission (HPPSC), superseding earlier requisitions to ensure 
uniformity, transparency and expeditious recruitment in accordance with institutional requirements. 
 

 (c) Promotions:—The promotional avenues of existing faculty members already encadred 
in the respective Government Medical Colleges shall be protected within their existing cadre for 
promotion to the posts of Associate Professor and Professor respectively subject to availability of 
vacancies in the respective specialty and institution. However, in respect of new recruits, whether 
through promotion quota or direct recruitment quota in respect of newly opened Government 
Medical Colleges of the State, the Common Cadre System shall apply for all intents and purposes. 
 

 In addition to the above, in order to implement recruitments/ appointments under ‘Common 
Cadre’, a fixed cut-off date of 1st January of the vacancy year or as may be prescribed shall be 
prescribed for the assessment of vacancies across all institutions/ Government Medical Colleges in 
the State. Further, options shall be obtained from eligible Medical Officers (Specialists) for 
induction into either the Medical Education Cadre or the Health & Family Welfare Cadre, as 
applicable, as per Proforma annexed at Annexure-A (applicable for DME Cadre) & Annexure-B 
(applicable for DHS Cadre). Upon exercise of such option, the same shall be treated as final and 
binding, and all subsequent promotions shall be regulated strictly in accordance with the prevailing 
Recruitment and Promotion (R&P) Rules of faculty members, as amended from time to time, under 
the Common Cadre System of new Government Medical Colleges i.e. SLBSGMC Nerchowk 
(Mandi), Dr. YSPGMC Nahan, Dr. RKGMC Hamirpur and Pt. JLNGMC Chamba. 
 

 Besides, future vacancies of IGMC Shimla, AIMSS Chamiana (Shimla) and Dr. RPGMC 
Tanda under Medical Education Department, shall also be clubbed/ included for filling up with 
recruitment process adopted under Common Cadre for new Medical Colleges. However, the 
promotional avenues of existing faculty members of IGMC Shimla, AIMSS Chamiana (Shimla) 
and Dr. RPGMC Tanda shall be protected within their existing cadre for promotion to the posts of 
Associate Professor and Professor respectively subject to availability of vacancies in the respective 
specialty and institution. 
 

 Accordingly, the requirement of seeking institution-specific options at the time of each 
promotion shall stand dispensed with. The necessary modifications in the prescribed proforma(s) 
and procedural formats shall be carried out with the approval of the competent authority to 
facilitate effective implementation of the Common Cadre System under the Department of Medical 
Education & Research, Himachal Pradesh. 
 
 The posts remaining unfilled after completion of the promotion process shall be filled 
through permissible modes, including transfer, designation or direct recruitment, in accordance 
with the prevailing statutory provisions and executive instructions, so as to ensure that academic, 
clinical and patient care services are not adversely affected. 
  
 The Common Cadre System is being introduced to address the critical shortage of faculty 
and to enhance the overall quality of medical education and healthcare delivery in the State. It shall 
also promote equitable distribution of specialists, enhance administrative efficiency and 
transparency, and facilitate optimal utilization of available human resources across all the 
Government Medical Colleges and Super-specialty Institutions of the State. 
 
 This issues with the prior approval of the competent authority and shall come into 
force with immediate effect. 

By order, 
 

Secretary (Health). 
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 Copy forwarded for information and necessary action, to:— 
 

 (1) The Director, Medical Education & Research, Himachal Pradesh, Shimla-171009, is 
requested to submit proposals for promotion to the faculty posts, namely Professor, Associate 
Professor and Assistant Professor, strictly in accordance with the provisions of this notification/ 
guidelines. Further, a specialty-wise list of Medical Officers (Specialists) possessing a postgraduate 
(PG) degree and having thereafter completed the requisite three years of teaching experience as 
Senior Resident/ Lecturer/ Demonstrator/ Registrar, as prescribed in the prevailing R&P rules, for 
promotion to the post of Assistant Professor in the concerned specialty, may be duly prepared 
strictly in accordance with the seniority list and furnished to the Government accordingly. Such 
promotions shall be considered under the Common Cadre System for Government Medical 
Colleges of the State and shall not be institution-specific. 
 

 (2) The Director, Health Services, Himachal Pradesh, Shimla-171009, is requested to 
obtain options from all eligible Medical Officers (Specialists) possessing postgraduate (PG) 
degrees and thereafter having completed the requisite three years of teaching experience as 
Lecturer/ Senior Resident/ Registrar/ Demonstrator etc., in their respective specialties within a 
period of two (02) months. After due examination of all options received through proper channel 
from the field/ peripheral health institutions, indicating the choice of the concerned officers for 
promotion, alongwith copies of such options, either to the post of Assistant Professor in 
Government Medical Colleges of the State under the Directorate of Medical Education (DME) 
cadre or as Block Medical Officer under the Health & Family Welfare Department (DHS cadre), a 
consolidated specialty-wise list thereof be furnished to the Director, Medical Education & 
Research, Himachal Pradesh, for further necessary action. 
 

 (3) The Joint Secretary (GAD) to the Government of Himachal Pradesh, with reference to 
Item No. 22 of the Cabinet Meeting held on 23-03-2026, communicated vide reference dated                
25-03-2026. 
 

 (4) The Principals of all the Government Medical Colleges/Institutions of the State. 
 

 (5) All Heads of field institutions, i.e., Government Medical Colleges of DME cadre as 
well as ZH/RH/CHC/PHC of DHS cadre, are requested to obtain options from the concerned 
Medical Officers (Specialists) and submit the same to the DHS only. The options should not be 
endorsed to the DME or the Government, as the consolidated list will be forwarded by the DHS to 
the DME for further necessary action.  
 

 (6) The Medical Officer (Specialist) who has obtained a PG degree and thereafter 
completed three years of teaching experience in the concerned specialty shall apply, as per his/ her 
option, either for the DME cadre (as per Annexure-A) or the DHS cadre (as per Annexure-B), 
through the proper channel or through the DHS. Any direct or advance copy submitted directly to 
the Government shall not be entertained. 
 

 (7) All the Dealing Assistants concerned in the Health-B Section, HP Secretariat, Shimla-
171002, are requested to initiate the process for filling up of fresh vacancies in Government 
Medical Colleges, accordingly. After completion of all codal formalities, options for promotion to 
the post of Assistant Professor may be invited afresh by the Directorate of Medical Education 
(DME) and not by the Directorate of Health Services (DHS), strictly in accordance with the 
prescribed format/proforma. 
 

 (8) Guard file. 
 

Sd/- 
Special Secretary(Health) . 
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Annexure-A 

 
 

Option Form for Medical Officer (Specialist) for promotion under the Directorate of Medical 
Education, Himachal Pradesh (DME) 

 
 
 I ________________________________________ (Name of Medical Officer), presently 
posted as _____________________________ (Designation, as per appointment order/ notification) 
at ___________________________ (Name of institution), do hereby exercise my option for 
consideration of promotion to the post of Assistant Professor in the concerned specialty/ 
department (subject to its creation/ availability) in Government Medical Colleges/ institution of the 
State under the Directorate of Medical Education (DME) cadre, Himachal Pradesh, under the 
Common Cadre System. 
 
Particulars of the Medical Officers:— 
 

1. Name of the officer (as per service record): _________________________________; 
2. Father’s Name (as per service record): _____________________________________; 
3. Husband’s Name (as per service record, if applicable): ________________________; 
4. Date of Birth (as per service record): ______________________________________; 
5. Seniority No.: __________________________________; 
6. PMIS Code/ No.: _______________________________; 
7. Date of Appointment as MO (as per appointment order): _______________________; 
8. Date of Joining as MO (on regular basis): ___________________________________; 
9. Present place of posting: _______________________________________________; 
10. Details of previous three (03) postings:— 
 
(i) ___________________________________________; 
 
(ii) ___________________________________________; 
 
(iii) ___________________________________________; 
 

 Note:— In case the above officer has served at only one or two stations, details of only the 
first and/or second posting(s) may be indicated, and the remaining entry(ies) shall be marked as 
“Not Applicable.” 
 

11. Name of Specialty (PG Degree): ________________________________________; 
12. Date of completion of PG degree: _______________________________________; 
 

 Note:— The date of completion of the postgraduate (PG) degree has been indicated, 
whereas the date of completion of any PG diploma has not been indicated, as the same is not 
applicable. 
 
 13. Teaching experience acquired as Lecturer/ Demonstrator/ Registrar/ Senior Resident 
etc.: ______________________________________________________________; 
 
 Note:—I have acquired the requisite three years of teaching experience in the above 
specialty after completion of my postgraduate (PG) degree. 
 
 14. Date of completion of teaching experience: ________________________________; 
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Undertaking 

 
 

I hereby undertake that:— 
 
1. I have exercised this option voluntarily for promotion to the post of Assistant Professor 
under the Directorate of Medical Education (DME) cadre and the same shall be final and 
irrevocable. 
 
2. Prior or upon my promotion and joining in the DME cadre, I shall not claim repatriation to 
my parent cadre i.e. Directorate of Health Services (DHS), and no lien shall be retained by me in 
the DHS cadre. 
 
3. I shall be governed by the prevailing Recruitment and Promotion (R&P) Rules, service 
conditions and provisions of the Common Cadre System of the Medical Education Department, 
Himachal Pradesh. 
 
4. I understand that my posting prior or upon promotion shall be made anywhere in 
Government Medical Colleges/ Institutions of the State under the Common Cadre System and shall 
not be institution-specific. 
 
5. I hereby certify that I have not availed the benefit of promotion as Block Medical Officer 
under the DHS cadre. 
 
 

Signature: _________________________ 
 
 

Mobile number: ____________________ 
 
 

***** 
 

Annexure-B 
 

Option Form for Medical Officer (Specialist) for promotion under the Directorate of Health 
Services, Himachal Pradesh (DHS) 

 
I ________________________________________ (Name of Medical Officer), presently posted as 
_____________________________ (Designation, as per appointment order/ notification) at 
___________________________ (Name of institution), do hereby exercise my option for 
consideration of promotion to the post of Block Medical Officer (BMO) under the Directorate of 
Health Services (DHS) cadre, Himachal Pradesh. 
 
Particulars of the Medical Officers:— 
 

1. Name of the officer (as per service record): _________________________________; 
2. Father’s Name (as per service record): _____________________________________; 
3. Husband’s Name (as per service record, if applicable): ________________________; 
4. Date of Birth (as per service record): ______________________________________; 
5. Seniority No.: __________________________________; 
6. PMIS Code/ No.: _______________________________; 



 656        jkti=] fgekpy izns'k] 08 vizSy] 2026@18 pS=] 1948         
7. Date of Appointment as MO (as per appointment order): _______________________; 
8. Date of Joining as MO (on regular basis): ___________________________________; 
9. Present place of posting: ______________________________________________; 
10. Details of previous three (03) postings:— 
 
(i) ___________________________________________; 
 
(ii) ___________________________________________; 
 
(iii) ___________________________________________; 
 

 Note:— In case the above officer has served at only one or two stations, details of only the 
first and/or second posting(s) may be indicated, and the remaining entry(ies) shall be marked as 
“Not Applicable.” 
 
 11. Name of Specialty (PG Degree): ________________________________________; 
 12. Date of completion of PG degree: _______________________________________; 
 
 Note:— The date of completion of the postgraduate (PG) degree has been indicated, 
whereas the date of completion of any PG diploma has not been indicated, as the same is not 
applicable. 
 
 13. Teaching experience acquired as Lecturer/ Demonstrator/ Registrar/ Senior Resident 
etc.: ______________________________________________________________; 
 
 Note:— I have acquired the requisite three years of teaching experience in the above 
specialty after completion of my postgraduate (PG) degree. 
 
 14. Date of completion of teaching experience: ________________________________; 

 
 

Undertaking 
 

I hereby undertake that:— 
 
1. I have exercised this option voluntarily for promotion to the post of Block Medical Officer 
(BMO) under the Directorate of Health Services (DHS) cadre and the same shall be final and 
irrevocable. 
 
2. I shall be governed by the prevailing Recruitment and Promotion (R&P) Rules, service 
conditions and provisions of the Department of Health & Family Welfare, HP. 
 
3. I understand that my posting prior or upon promotion shall be made anywhere in Health 
Institutions of the State and shall not be institution-specific. 
 

Signature: _________________________ 
 
 

Mobile number: ____________________ 
 

 
***** 
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LAW DEPARTMENT 

 
NOTICE 

 
 

Shimla-2, the 7th April, 2026 
 
 No. LLR-E(9)-6/2025-Legn.—Whereas the following Advocate of District Kangra, H.P., 
has applied for appointment of Notary in the place and area mentioned against her name under   
Rule 4 of the Notaries Rules, 1956; 
 

Sl. 
No. 

Name of Advocate Area for which he/she 
applied for Appointment 

of Notary 
 

1. Smt. Archana Kumari, Advocate w/o Shri 
Vikrant Pathania, Resident of Village Kalapul, 
Post Office Dharamshala Cantt., Tehsil 
Dharamshala, District Kangra, H.P.-176 216. 
 

Sub-Division Dharamshala, 
District Kangra, H.P. 

 
 Therefore, the undersigned, in exercise of the powers conferred vide Government 
Notification No. LLR-A(2)-1/2014-Legn. dated 12th August, 2025, hereby issue Notice under Rule 
6 of Notaries Rules, 1956, for the information of General Public for inviting objections, if any, 
within a period of 14 days, from the date of publication of this Notice in Rajpatra (e-Gezzette), 
Himachal Pradesh, against her appointment as Notary in Sub-Division Dharamshala, District 
Kangra, H.P. 
              

   Yours faithfully 
 

Sd/- 
        (JYOTI RAM CHAUHAN), 

          (Competent Authority), 
                 DLR-cum-Deputy Secretary (Law-Eng.).  

 
__________ 

 
        

In the Court of Swati Dogra, HPAS, Marriage Officer-cum- Sub-Divisional Magistrate 
Barsar, District Hamirpur (H.P.)  

 

In the matter of : 
 

 1. Sh. Ashok Kumar s/o Sh. Kishan Lal, r/o Village Dabrani, P.O. Batarli, Upperli,  
Tehsil  Barsar, District Hamirpur (H.P.).  
 
 2. Ms. Kritika Thakur d/o Sh.Ravi Kumar, r/o Village Dugwar, P.O. Kulhera,  Tehsil 
Barsar, District Hamirpur  (H.P.) .. Applicants. 
 

Versus 
 

General Public 
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Subject.— Notice of Intended  Marriage. 
 
 Sh. Ashok Kumar and Ms. Kritika Thakur have filed an application u/s 15 of the Special 
Marriage Act, 1954 along with affidavits and supporting documents in the court of undersigned, in 
which they  have stated that they intended to solemnized their marriage within next three calendar 
months.  
 
 Therefore, the general public is hereby informed through this notice that if any person 
having any objection regarding this marriage, may file his/her objections personally or in writing 
before this court on or before 30-04-2026.  In case no objection is received by 30-04-2026, it will 
be presumed that there is no objection to the registration of the above said marriage and the same 
will be registered accordingly. 
 
 Issued under my hand and seal of the court on 25-03-2026. 
 
Seal.   Sd/- 

 

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

 
_______________________________ 

 
In the Court of Swati Dogra, HPAS, Marriage Officer-cum- Sub-Divisional Magistrate 

Barsar, District Hamirpur (H.P.)  
In the matter of : 

 
 1. Sh. Manoj Kumar s/o Sh. Durga Dass, r/o Village Kurnwari, P.O. kothi, Tehsil  
Ghumarwin, District Bilaspur (H.P.).  
 
 2. Ms. Jyoti Devi d/o Sh. Ajudhaya Dass, r/o Village Morsu Datyalan, P.O. Bhota,  
Tehsil Barsar, District Hamirpur  (H.P.) .. Applicants. 
 

Versus 
 

General Public 
 

Subject.— Notice for Registration of Marriage. 
 
 Sh. Manoj Kumar and Ms. Jyoti Devi have filed an application u/s 15 and 16 of the Special 
Marriage Act, 1954 alongwith affidavits and supporting documents in the court of undersigned, 
stating therein that they have solemnized their marriage on 21-03-2026. 
 
 Therefore, the general public is hereby informed through this notice that if any person 
having any objection regarding this marriage, may file his/her objections personally or in writing 
before this court on or before 02-05-2026.  In case no objection is received by 02-05-2026, it will 
be presumed that there is no objection to the registration of the above said marriage and the same 
will be registered accordingly. 
 
 Issued under my hand and seal of the court on 31-03-2026. 

 
Seal.   Sd/- 

 

 Marriage Officer-cum-SDM,  
Sub-Division Barsar, District Hamirpur (H.P.). 
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In the Court of Swati Dogra, HPAS, Marriage Officer-cum- Sub-Divisional Magistrate 

Barsar, District Hamirpur (H.P.)  
In the matter of : 

 
 1. Sh. Mukesh Kumar s/o Sh. Joginder Ram Sharma, r/o Village Mansui Upperli, P.O. 
Sour, Tehsil  Barsar, District Hamirpur (H.P.).  
 
 2. Ms. Sangeeta Devi d/o Sh. Kour Chand, r/o Village Mangarh, P.O. Gher Mangarh,  
Tehsil Dehra, District Kangra  (H.P.) .. Applicants. 
 

Versus 
 

General Public 
 

Subject.— Notice of Intended Marriage. 
 
 Sh. Mukesh Kumar and Ms. Sangeeta Devi have filed an application u/s 5 of the Special 
Marriage Act, 1954 alongwith affidavits and supporting documents in the court of undersigned in 
which they have stated that they intend to solemnized their marriage within next three calendar 
months.  
 
 Therefore, the general public is hereby informed through this notice that if any person 
having any objection regarding this marriage, may file his/her objections personally or in writing 
before this court on or before 07-05-2026.  In case no objection is received by 07-05-2026, it will 
be presumed that there is no objection to the registration of the above said marriage and the same 
will be registered accordingly. 
 
 Issued under my hand and seal of the court on 31-03-2026. 
 
Seal.   Sd/- 

 

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

 
____________ 

 
In the Court of Executive Magistrate (Tehsildar), Bhoranj,  

District Hamirpur (H.P.) 
 

In the matter of : 
 
 Smt. Sushma Kumari d/o Sh. Julfi Ram, r/o Village Rohwin,  P.O. Dhirwin, Tehsil Bhoranj, 
District Hamirpur (H.P.).  .. Applicant. 

 
Versus 

 
 General Public . .Respondent. 
 
 Application u/s 13(3) of Birth and Death Registration Act, 1969 and Section 9(3) of H.P. 
Birth and Death Registration Rules, 2003. Whereas, Smt. Sushma Kumari d/o Sh. Julfi Ram, r/o 
Village Rohwin,  P.O. Dhirwin, Tehsil Bhoranj, District Hamirpur (H.P.) has moved an application 
before the undersigned under section 13(3) of Birth & Death Registration Act, 1969 and Section 
9(3) of H.P. Birth & Death Registration Rules, 2003 alongwith affidavits and other relevant 
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documents for entering Date of Birth i.e. 25-07-1974 could not be registered in record of G.P. 
Rohwin. 
 
 Now, therefore by this proclamation, the general public is hereby informed that any person 
having any objection(s) for the registration of delayed Date of Birth Smt. Sushna Kumari d/o Sh. 
Julfi Ram, may submit their objections in writing or appear in person in this court on or before    
20-04-2026 at 10.00 A.M., failing which no objection will be entertained after expiry of date. 
 
Seal.   Sd/- 

 

Executive Magistrate (Tehsildar), 
Bhoranj, District Hamirpur (H.P.). 

 
________________ 

 
In the Court of Executive Magistrate (Naib Tehsildar), Bhoranj,  

District Hamirpur (H.P.) 
 

In the matter of : 
 
 Parma Nand s/o Sh. Niku Ram, r/o Village Bajroh,  P.O. Badhani, Tehsil Bhoranj, District 
Hamirpur (H.P.).   .. Applicant. 

 
Versus 

 
 General Public . .Respondent. 
 
 Application u/s 13(3) of Birth and Death Registration Act, 1969 and Section 9(3) of H.P. 
Birth and Death Registration Rules, 2003. Whereas, Parma Nand s/o Sh. Niku Ram, r/o Village 
Bajroh,  P.O. Badhani, Tehsil Bhoranj, District Hamirpur (H.P.)  has moved an application before 
the undersigned under section 13(3) of Birth & Death Registration Act, 1969 and Section 9(3) of 
H.P. Birth & Death Registration Rules, 2003 alongwith affidavits and other relevant documents for 
entering Date of Birth i.e. 06-04-1967 could not be registered in record of G.P. Bajroh. 
 
 Now, therefore by this proclamation, the general public is hereby informed that any person 
having any objection(s) for the registration of delayed Date of Birth Parma Nand s/o Sh. Niku Ram, 
of may submit their objections in writing or appear in person in this court on or before 23-04-2026 
at 10.00 A.M., failing which no objection will be entertained after expiry of date. 

 
Seal.   Sd/- 

 

Executive Magistrate (Naib Tehsildar), 
Bhoranj, District Hamirpur (H.P.). 

 
________________ 

 
 

In the Court of Executive Magistrate (NaibTehsildar), Bhoranj,  
District Hamirpur (H.P.) 

 

In the matter of : 
 
 Sharda Kumari d/o Sh. Amar Nath, r/o Village Namlakh,  P.O. Amroh, Tehsil Bhoranj, 
District Hamirpur (H.P.).  .. Applicant. 
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Versus 

 
 

 General Public . .Respondent. 

 
 Application u/s 13(3) of Birth and Death Registration Act, 1969 and Section 9(3) of H.P. 
Birth and Death Registration Rules, 2003. Whereas, Sharda Kumari d/o Sh. Amar Nath, r/o Village 
Namlakh,  P.O. Amroh, Tehsil Bhoranj, District Hamirpur (H.P.)  has moved an application before 
the undersigned under section 13(3) of Birth & Death Registration Act, 1969 and Section 9(3) of 
H.P. Birth & Death Registration Rules, 2003 alongwith affidavits and other relevant documents for 
entering Date of Birth i.e. 20-01-1967 could not be registered in record of G.P. Amroh. 

 
 Now, therefore by this proclamation, the general public is hereby informed that any person 
having any objection(s) for the registration of delayed Date of Birth Sharda Kumari d/o Sh. Amar 
Nath, of may submit their objections in writing or appear in person in this court on or before       
23-04-2026 at 10.00 A.M., failing which no objection will be entertained after expiry of date. 

 
Seal.   Sd/- 

 

Executive Magistrate (NaibTehsildar), 
Bhoranj, District Hamirpur (H.P.). 

 
________________ 

 
 

c vnkyr uk;c rglhynkj ,oa lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; oxZ] xxjsV] fLFkr dyksg]  
ftyk Åuk ¼fg0iz0½ 

 
 gse jkt iq= Jh iwju pan iq= nyhik jke] oklh xkao o Mk0 cM+ksg] mi&rglhy xxjsV fLFkr 
dyksg] ftyk Åuk ¼fg0iz0½   

 
 

cuke 
 

vke turk 
 
vkosnu i= jktLo vfHkys[k egky cM+ksg ckcr nq#Lrh vius nknk dk uke nhiw iq= HkksMw ds ctk, nhiw 
mQ+Z nyhik jke iq= HkksMw dk bUnzkt nq#Lr ntZ djus ckjsA 

  
 gj [kkl o vke dks ctfj;k eq'=h&equknh dj lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd mijksDr of.kZr vuqokn 
eqdíek bl U;k;ky; esa tsjs lek;r gS ftlesa izkFkhZ gse jkt iq= iwju pan iq= nyhik jke] oklh xkao o 
Mk0 cM+ksg] mi&rglhy xxjsV fLFkr dyksg] ftyk Åuk ¼fg0iz0½ us jktLo egky cM+ksg esa vius nknk dk 
uke nhiw iq= HkksMw ds ctk, nhiw mQ+Z nyhik jke iq= HkksMw dk bUnzkt nq#Lr ntZ djus ckjsA  
 
 vr% bl eq'=h equknh }kjk vke turk dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd mDr uke nq#Lrh djus ckjs  
;fn fdlh dks dksbZ ,rjkt gks rks og vlkyru ;k odkyru bl vnkyr esa fnukad 11&04&2026 dks 
le; 02-00 cts nksigj ;k mlls igys fdlh Hkh dk;Zfnol ij viuk ,rjkt izLrqr dj ldrk gS fnukad 
11&04&2026 ds ckn dksbZ Hkh ,rjkt ekU; u gksxk rFkk dsl ij fu;ekuqlkj vfxze dk;Zokgh vey esa 
ykbZ tk,xhA  
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 vkt fnukad 13&03&2026 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh gqvkA 
 
 

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

xxjsV fLFkr dyksg] ftyk Åuk ¼fg0iz0½A 
 

&&&&&&&&& 
 

c vnkyr uk;c rglhynkj ,oa lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; oxZ] xxjsV] fLFkr dyksg]  
ftyk Åuk ¼fg0iz0½ 

 
 cD'kh'k flag iq= Jh lksUdw jke] oklh xkao o Mk0 vEcksVk] mi&rglhy xxjsV fLFkr dyksg] 
ftyk Åuk ¼fg0iz0½ 
     

cuke 
 

vke turk 
 
vkosnu i= jktLo vfHkys[k mi egky prsgM+ ogwy ¼vEcksVk½ ckcr nq#Lrh vius firk dk uke lU/kq iq= 
yksHkh ds ctk, lU/kq mQ+Z lksUdw jke iq= yksHkh o viuk uke cD'kh iq= lU/kq ds ctk, cD'kh mQ+Z cD'kh'k 
flag iq= Jh lksUdw jke dk bUnzkt nq#Lr ntZ djus ckjsA 

  
 gj [kkl o vke dks cftj;k eq'=h&equknh dj lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd mijksDr of.kZr vuqokn 
eqdíek bl U;k;ky; esa tsjs lek;r gS ftles izkFkhZ cD'kh'k flag iq= Jh lksUdw jke] oklh xkao o Mk0 
vEcksVk] mi&rglhy xxjsV fLFkr dyksg] ftyk Åuk ¼fg0iz0½ us jktLo mi egky prsgM+ ogwy esa vius 
firk dk uke lU/kq iq= yksHkh ds ctk, lU/kq mQ+Z lksUdw jke iq= yksHkh o viuk uke cD'kh iq= lU/kq ds 
ctk, cD'kh mQ+Z cD'kh'k flag iq= Jh lksUdw jke dk bUnzkt nq#Lr ntZ djus ckjsA  
 
 vr% bl eq'=h equknh }kjk vke turk dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd mDr uke nq#Lrh ntZ djus 
ckjs ;fn fdlh dks dksbZ ,rjkt gks rks og vlkyru ;k odkyru bl vnkyr esa fnukad 11&04&2026 
dks le; 02-00 cts nksigj ;k mlls igys fdlh Hkh dk;Zfnol ij viuk ,rjkt izLrqr dj ldrk gSA 
fnukad 11&04&2026 ds ckn dksbZ Hkh ,rjkt ekU; u gksxk rFkk dsl ij fu;ekuqlkj vfxze dk;Zokgh 
vey esa ykbZ tk,xhA  
 
 vkt fnukad 13&03&2026 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh gqvkA 
 
 

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

xxjsV fLFkr dyksg] ftyk Åuk ¼fg0iz0½A 
 

&&&&&&&  
 
 

c vnkyr uk;c rglhynkj ,oa lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; oxZ] xxjsV] fLFkr dyksg]  
ftyk Åuk ¼fg0iz0½ 

 
 gjes'k pUn iq= Jh #fy;k jke] oklh xkao VVsgM+k] Mk0 vks;y] mi&rglhy xxjsV fLFkr dyksg] 
ftyk Åuk ¼fg0iz0½   
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cuke 

 
vke turk 

 
vkosnu i= jktLo vfHkys[k egky VVsgM+k o mi egky eok flaf/ka;k mijyh ckcr nq#Lrh viuk uke 
jes'k pUn iq= #fy;k jke ds ctk, jes'k pUn mQ+Z gjes'k pUn iq= #fy;k jke dk bUnzkt nq#Lr ntZ 
djus ckjsA  
 
 gj [kkl o vke dks cftj;k eq'=h&equknh dj lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd mijksDr of.kZr vuqokn 
eqdíek bl U;k;ky; esa tsjs lek;r gS ftles izkFkhZ gjes'k pUn iq= Jh #fy;k jke] oklh xkao VVsgM+k] 
Mk0 vks;y] mi&rglhy xxjsV fLFkr dyksg] ftyk Åuk ¼fg0iz0½ us jktLo egky VVsgM+k mi egky eok 
flaf/ka;k mijyh esa viuk uke jes'k pUn iq= #fy;k jke ds ctk, jes'k pUn mQ+Z gjes'k pUn iq= #fy;k 
jke dk bUnzkt nq#Lr ntZ djus ckjsA  

 
 vr% bl eq'=h&equknh }kjk vke turk dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd mDr uke nq#Lrh ntZ djus 
ckjs ;fn fdlh dks dksbZ ,rjkt gks rks og vlkyru ;k odkyru bl vnkyr esa fnukad 11&04&2026 
dks le; 02-00 cts nksigj ;k mlls igys fdlh Hkh dk;Zfnol ij viuk ,rjkt izLrqr dj ldrk gSA 
fnukad 11&04&2026 ds ckn dksbZ Hkh ,rjkt ekU; u gksxk rFkk dsl ij fu;ekuqlkj vfxze dk;Zokgh 
vey esa ykbZ tk,xhA  

 
 vkt fnukad 13&03&2026 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh gqvkA 

 
 

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

xxjsV fLFkr dyksg] ftyk Åuk ¼fg0iz0½A 
 

&&&&&&&  
 
 

c vnkyr uk;c rglhynkj ,oa lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; oxZ] xxjsV] fLFkr dyksg] 
ftyk Åuk ¼fg0iz0½ 

 
 cynso flag iq= Jh Hkxr jke iq= t;dj.k oklh xkao o Mk0 vks;y] mi&rglhy xxjsV fLFkr 
dyksg] ftyk Åuk ¼fg0iz0½   

 
 

cuke 

 
vke turk 

 
vkosnu i= jktLo vfHkys[k egky vks;y esa ckcr nq#Lrh mi&tkfr eUgkl ds ctk, M<oky dk bUnzkt 
nq#Lr ntZ djus ckjsA 

  
 gj [kkl o vke dks cftj;k eq'=h&equknh dj lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd mijksDr of.kZr vuqokn 
eqdíek bl U;k;ky; esa tsjs lek;r gS ftlesa izkFkhZ cynso flag iq= Jh Hkxr jke iq= t;dj.k oklh 
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xkao o Mk0 vks;y] mi&rglhy xxjsV fLFkr dyksg] ftyk Åuk ¼fg0iz0½ us jktLo egky vks;y esa viuh 
mi&tkfr eUgkl ds ctk, M<oky dk bUnzkt nq#Lr ntZ djus ckjs izkFkZuk&i= nkf[ky fd;k gSA  

 
 vr% bl eq'=h equknh }kjk vke turk dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd mDr mi&tkfr nq#Lrh ntZ 
djus ckjs ;fn fdlh dks dksbZ mtj ;k ,rjkt gks rks og vlkyru ;k odkyru bl vnkyr esa fnukad 
28&04&2026 dks le; 02-00 cts nksigj ;k mlls igys fdlh Hkh dk;Zfnol ij viuk ,rjkt izLrqr 
dj ldrk gSA fnukad 28&04&2026 ds ckn dksbZ Hkh ,rjkt ekU; u gksxk rFkk dsl ij fu;ekuqlkj 
vkfxze dk;Zokgh vey esa ykbZ tk,xhA  
 
 vkt fnukad 28&03&2026 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh gqvkA 
 
 

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

xxjsV fLFkr dyksg] ftyk Åuk ¼fg0iz0½A 
 

&&&&&&&  
 

c vnkyr uk;c rglhynkj ,oae lgk;d lekgrkZ f}rh; oxZ] xxjsV] fLFkr dyksg] 
ftyk Åuk ¼fg0iz0½ 

 
 latho 'kekZ iq= Jh xksiky nkl iq= olUr jke] oklh xkao o Mk0 vks;y] mi&rglhy xxjsV 
fLFkr dyksg] ftyk Åuk ¼fg0iz0½   

 
cuke 

 
vke turk 

 
vkosnu i= jktLo vfHkys[k egky vks;y o mi egky Fkiyka esa ckcr nq#Lrh viuk uke latho dqekj 
iq= xksiky nkl ds ctk, latho dqekj mQ+Z latho 'kekZ iq= xksiky nkl dk bUnzkt nq#Lr ntZ djus 
ckjsA 
  
 gj [kkl o vke dks cftj;k eq'=h&equknh dj lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd mijksDr of.kZr muoku 
eqdíek bl U;k;ky; esa tsjs lek;r gS ftles izkFkhZ latho 'kekZ iq= Jh xksiky nkl iq= olUr jke] oklh 
xkao o Mk0 vks;y] mi&rglhy xxjsV fLFkr dyksg] ftyk Åuk ¼fg0iz0½ us jktLo egky vks;y o mi 
egky Fkiyka esa viuk uke latho dqekj iq= xksiky nkl ds ctk, latho dqekj mQ+Z latho 'kekZ iq= 
xksiky nkl dk bUnzkt nq#Lr ntZ djus ckjsA  
 
 vr% bl eq'=h equknh }kjk vke turk dks lwfpr fd;k tkrk gS fd mDr uke nq#Lrh ntZ djus 
ckjs ;fn fdlh dks dksbZ mtj ;k ,rjkt gks rks og vlkyru ;k odkyru bl vnkyr esa fnukad 
28&04&2026 dks le; 02-00 cts nksigj ;k mlls igys fdlh Hkh dk;Zfnol ij viuk ,rjkt izLrqr 
dj ldrk gSSA fnukad 28&04&2026 ds ckn dksbZ Hkh ,rjkt ekU; u gksxk rFkk dsl ij fu;ekuqlkj 
vkfxze dk;Zokgh vey esa ykbZ tk,xhA  
 
 vkt fnukad &03&2026 dks esjs gLrk{kj o eksgj vnkyr }kjk tkjh gqvkA 
 
 

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

xxjsV fLFkr dyksg] ftyk Åuk ¼fg0iz0½A 
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CORRECTION OF NAME 
 
 I, Anuj Kumar s/o Sh. Surinder Kumar, r/o Village Dhar, P.O. Kandla, Tehsil & Distt. 
Chamba (H.P.) declare that in Aadhar Card of my minor son having number 2358 7540 9587 his 
name is wrongly entered as Ayansh Sharma. Whereas his correct name is Vihaan Sharma. All 
concerned please note. 
 

ANUJ KUMAR  
s/o Sh. Surinder Kumar, 

 r/o Village Dhar, P.O. Kandla, 
 Tehsil & Distt. Chamba (H.P.). 

_________ 
 

CHANGE OF NAME 
 

 I, Pyari w/o  Shri Atma Ram, r/o Vill. Dalgaon, P.O. Kutara, Tehsil Rohru, Distt. Shimla 
(H.P.) declare that my name is wrongly mentioned as Rampyari in my Aadhar Card No. 4615 8035 
3387. Therefore it should be changed to Pyari in my Aadhar Card. All concerned please may note. 
 

PYARI  
w/o  Shri Atma Ram,  

r/o Vill. Dalgaon, P.O. Kutara,  
Tehsil Rohru, Distt. Shimla (H.P.). 

___________ 
 

CHANGE OF NAME 
 
 I, Harish aged 36 years s/o Sh. Rajender Thakur, r/o Village Manjhla Gaon, P.O. Bychari, 
Tehsil & Distt. Shimla (H.P.)-171 011 declare that I have changed my daughter's name from "Baby 
one of Lalita" (Old Name) to Samayara Thakur (New Name). All concerned please may note. 
 

HARISH  
s/o Sh. Rajender Thakur,  

r/o Village Manjhla Gaon, P.O. Bychari,  
Tehsil & Distt. Shimla (H.P.)-171 011. 

_________ 
 
 

CHANGE OF NAME 
 

 I, Akshay Kumar s/o Late Sh. Balraj Kumar, r/o Village Bangarh, P.O. Jakhera, Tehsil 
Mehatpur (Basdehra), District Una (H.P.)-174 315 hereby declare that due to an inadvertent error, 
the name of my son was wrongly recorded as Kartik Dhap in his birth certificate. The correct name 
is Kunwar Jay Dhap. Henceforth, his name shall be treated as Kunwar Jay Dhap for all purposes. 

 
 

AKSHAY KUMAR  
s/o Late Sh. Balraj Kumar,  

r/o Village Bangarh,  
P.O. Jakhera, Tehsil Mehatpur (Basdehra),  

District Una (H.P.)-174 315. 
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CHANGE OF NAME 
 
 I, Rajinder s/o Shri Jaitu Ram, r/o Village Andhwi (44), P.O. Kalbog, Tehsil Kotkhai, 
District Shimla (H.P.)-171 225 do hereby declare that I have changed my name from Raju to 
Rajinder for all future purposes. Henceforth, I shall be known and addressed by my new name 
Rajinder. All concerned please take note. 
 

RAJINDER 
 s/o Shri Jaitu Ram,  

r/o Village Andhwi (44), P.O. Kalbog,  
Tehsil Kotkhai, District Shimla (H.P.)-171 225. 

 
__________ 

 
CHANGE OF NAME 

 
 I, Janki w/o Sh. Anil Kumar, r/o Guma (8), Shimla (H.P.) do hereby declare that I am the 
mother and legal guardian of my minor son. My son's name is currently recorded as "baby third of 
Janki" (Old Name) in his Aadhar records. I have changed his name to RONAK, (New Name) and 
he shall be known by this name for all future records and purposes. 

 
JANKI 

 w/o Sh. Anil Kumar, 
 r/o Guma (8), Shimla (H.P.). 

 ____________ 
 

 CHANGE OF NAME 
 

 I, Menka w/o Sh. Padam Dev, r/o Village Barota, P.O. Pandoa, Sub-Teh. Jalog, District 
Shimla (H.P.) declare that I have changed my name from Monika to Menka. 

 
MENKA 

 w/o Sh. Padam Dev, 
 r/o Village Barota, P.O. Pandoa,  

Sub-Teh. Jalog, District Shimla (H.P.). 
 ____________ 

 
 

CHANGE OF NAME 
 

 I, Rama (43 Yrs.) w/o Sh. Tarsem Chand, r/o Ward No. 2, Vill. Banwala, P.O. Chetru, Teh. 
Dharamshala, District Kangra (H.P.) declare that I have changed my son's name from Komal 
Choudhary to Karan Choudhary. In future my son may be known and considered as Karan 
Choudhary in all records, things and deeds. All note it. 

 
RAMA 

  w/o Sh. Tarsem Chand, 
 r/o Ward No.2, Vill. Banwala, 

 P.O. Chetru, Teh. Dharamshala, 
 District Kangra (H.P.). 

 
___________ 
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CHANGE OF NAME 
 

 I, Munish Kumar s/o Sh. Subh Karan,Village Tangroti, P.O. Yol Camp, Teh. Dharamshala, 
Tangroti Khas (521), Kangra, Himachal Pradesh-176052 declare that I have change my minor 
daughter's name in her Aadhar Card No. 9858 6909 6293 from "baby one of Kusum Lata" to 
Mishika. All concerned please may note.  

 
MUNISH KUMAR 

 s/o Sh. Subh Karan, 
Village Tangroti, P.O. Yol Camp,  

Teh. Dharamshala, Tangroti Khas (521), 
 Kangra, Himachal Pradesh-176052. 

 
__________________ 
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