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UTTARAKHAND HIGH COURT

LIST OF JUDGES (As on 1" July, 2015)

SL. Mo. Mame of the Hon'hle Todge Date of Appointment
I; Hon'ble Mr. Justice KM, Joseph JLoT.2014
{(Chicl Justice)
. Hon'hle Mr. Justice V. K. Bist 01.11.2008
i Hon'ble Mr. Justice Sudhansho Dhuolia 01.11.26008
4. Hon'ble Mr. Justice Alok Singh 26.02.2013
5. Hon'ble Mr. Justice Servesh Kumar Gupta 21.04.2011
3 Hon'ble Mr. Justice Umesh Chandra Dhyvani 13.09.20011
|
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INSTITUTION, DI

AND PENDENCY OF CASES

P HIGH COURT OF UTTARAKHAND (from 01.07.2015 to 30.09.2015)

Pendency
{As on 01.07.2015)
Cindl Criminal | Toal
Cases Cmses Pendency
17735 77T 15252
Institution Disposal Pendency
{ 00L.07.2015 to 30.00.2015 | (01.07.2015 to 30.09.2015) {As on 30.09.2015)
T ' Total
Civil Cramiial Testnl Cawil Criminal Tortal Civil Criminal | Pendency
Cases Cogen | lastitution Cagag Cases Digposal | cnses Cases at the end
af
g, 15
I 17 4733 1535 1453 KELLY 16139 HI5H 16397




# District Courts (From 01.07.2015 (o 30.02,2015)

Sl | Mame of the Total
Nu District . iy Penalengy un
Civil Cases Crimimal Cases TG AL
HEL
tiprming | Unsilpatles | Dispsasd | Pesdesry | Opening | insticsties | Hispoal | Peaideney
Hulunes Truim Fram wl e end | Aslancr Truem T b i e
e SLALES | LIS ol anam | WERTES | miatis al
TR ES " i ABMHAS | nEETE | M n IUE AT
Juguis | Eieas HEBEE | B0 |
I Almora Hir 169 169 a4l TG 513 475 T 1214
L Bagoshwar iy 7 Ty Erd L | 1% 1584 413 450
| Chamoli L7z a2 %5 169 637 415 4H3 579 LEL
4 | Champawat 161 Th i 173 1160 413 Tied 819 e
5% | Debrndun 11215 W66 | 3311 11076 | 53147 13651 | 1015 | STTHA GHESD
6. | Hiridbwir Hava 1387 | 1189 |  B692 | NITST | 10094 | 9E26 | 32620 41312
7. | Naimitul 829 532 5M 17TH | BEd3 A394 el (L] 917
L8 Panri | L] 155 235 1oy 1317 04 54 2489 RL1
Carbywa|
o, Pitharagurh EEL] m 91 £ 1038 479 L Er 1188
1 | Rudraprayag | 150 A kL 152 1692 Q5% Joh 1681 1833
1. | Tehrl J54 172 136 JHi 173 684 655 1172 1562
Cenrhowa|
1L | LS. Nagar 4712 1621 999 4045 | 11987 6841 G419 | 21429 | 17314
13 | Ustarkashi FL ] (11 I L |; 4 e 407 | RE 0] 724 [ 13
Tutal HISE6 6874 i GTHY - JOGTT | 112345 SOIN3 | 49480 | 128948 E' 158625




Family Caurts (from 01072015 1o 30.00.2015)

SL. | Numw of the Tutul
No | Family Civil Cases Criminul Cases Penduy
Court at ihe émll of
015
[ 1 Opming | Instiketion | Wiseasd | Pondenry | Upeoiog | bessiiaiag | Degoal | Pesdescy
| lslaaer m fri withegnd | Dalinee o lrom o ke e
e LTS | 0007 ul A an HLUTAS | SIATIS of
| veaes o in anoes | pLenaE n ™ SRS
1 LS | R SOIME | IS
I
I | Dehrndun 1459 5 465 1514 BA1 Ja0 95 6 2450
1 Hizhilsh 144 i =0 135 154 o0 4 163 9
4, | Nuinital sm T 3 481 1] 120 | 71 637 10138
4 | Hardwar 623 158 175 L 518 1z 1S 515 (AL
| S N—
! £ | Hoarlee 432 133 132 41 452 126 1 S07 il
[ & | Pouri 211 69 | so | 230 | 258 | ss | a0 | 264 a4
T | Udham 4T 244 2 RT 748 139 116 Wil 1558
Singh Nagor
| TOTAL ans 1247 1178 4186 | 3al® 62 T8 IR T




Cireular Letters! Notifications

C.L. No.1 JUHC/XVII-01 /D.R.(IV2015 Dated: July 1, 2015

Sub:  Reparding clesronee of the bills of the emplovees by the Drawing & Disbursin ieer in

time.

=

Sir Madem,

On the above noted subject, | have been dimected 10 inform vou that 1t has come 1o the nofice of
the Couri that some of the District Judges are trking unusunl time fn signing the bills prepared by the
Accounts Clerk and a5 suth, the employess are facing unnecessary hardship regarding their valid dues,
In this connection, | have heen directed 1o reqoest you to ensure that proper-bills are cleared 0% per rules
withoul any delay as it is the duty of the Drewing and Disbursing Offizer to pay the arrears of the
employees in fime.

Registrar General




C.L. No: 03 ULH.C/Admin. B/Mabile Phone/ 2012, Dated: 29 July, 2015,

Suh:  Providing mobile Gicility o all the Judicial OMeees of the rank of Disirici Judges of the
State Judicinry, Uttarakhand.,
Sir
In mippression of the earlier CLNo, 09 UHC/Admin BR2012 dated | 7.092012 on the
subject noted sbove, | am directed in inform that the Court has been pleased 10 lssue following
directions regarding facility of Motle Phone 1o all the Judicial Officers of the rank of Dismo Judges of
e Stde Judiciary, Litnrakhand,

I. The Judicial Officers of the mnk of Digtrict Judges of the State Judiciary, whether they are
posted ms District Judpe or on deputetion, e permitied 1o pierchase a hand set for 8 mobile
phone out of the funds of cortingency and the cost of the hand set should not exceed Rs,
10,000=.

2 The Jife of the mobile phone set will be three yeirs.

3. The Judicial Officer of the rank of District Judee mav retain the said mobile phone even on
his ! her transfer from one place to another,

4. Un retirement, the Judicial Officer concemned may hiave an option to retain the said mobile
phone on depositien of an amount equivalent to the omeunt derived ns per the deprecintion
method provided in the Income Tax Aot Flowever, it i made cleor that the depreciated
armount shall ot be fess than 1 5% of the porchasing amoumnl of the mobile Phone.

i

O completion of three vears of the mobile phone sel, the concemed Judicinl Officer using
the mobile phone set muy heve un option (o retain the sald mebije phone-set on deposition of
an amount equivilent 1 8% of the purchasing amount of the mobile phone setin the reasury
and submission of trensury challan.

. In ense of damage. efforts may be mode for it repair, bt if the cost of repair is more than
G0% of the original cost of the mobile phone ser, then steps may be taken for its
condemnation and proper disposal by wny of public auction or buv-back. However, a
centificate by authorized dealer muy be nocessary os to the repaie.

Registrar Ceneeal




C.LNo 04 /XVU-T/AdminA2015 Dated: August 04, 2015,

Subject: Reparding casual leavespecial casual leave'station leave of judicial officers,

Sir,

In continuation o the C.L. Mo, 02XVILT Admin AZ01 5 dated 29.07.2015 on the suehject
noted above, kindly find enclosed herewith the revised profarma for spplying casual leave/upecial catual
lenve/stution leave, Henceforth, all such leave must be applied in the enclosed revised profoma,




Hevised Proforma

Application Inr Cosual Leave'Speciml Cnsusl Leave! Stntion Lenve

Wame of the applicont (im0 I} e
= [egignation ...
R - T TR P R L Y TR TH PRV oo~ LR P TR
= P Tumose of ledve
= Whether nominated for any Truming during this period(YesMa)
= Penmimxion for station lenve egquired (YesM™od oo v P emeri e 8 ey e
w:  Whether official wehicle to be when (Yes™a).. . .. el L R H || B T g
w TR O RN T I Lo ittt b pommmtt b i b e o 4 it bt it
= hame of the smiion 1o be visited and felephone number of officiol mobile pheoe number durinjg

leave

| Far (HTice use anby

.- JO I . diys Casunl LeaveSpecial Cesimld Limved ore due up ta (daiz)
¥ Remaria/Recommentdatione, i mny,

Sapnature of dealing R OUVARO lerk
Sagnatire of denling Section (HTices/ Assistung Regrstr

Sigrature of concermned Reglstrar at High Count

Sanctioaed Mot Saactnned

Hien* e the Chief Justhee! Hon"ble Administrative Judge' Registrur Geaeril’ Districe Judge

Male The parton of the shove proforma morkesl as “For office use only™ i iHustative monatmre. The cantens may e
changed as per the circumslances.

e TR . TR



HIGH COURT OF UTTARAKHAND NAINITAL

N CATION

No. 216 /UHC/Admin A2015 Dated: July 28, 2015,

In exencize of powers conferred by Sub Section (2) of Section |9 of the Bengal, Agra, and
Adgmamn Civil Courts Act, 1887 (Act No. X1 of 1887) [ulse applicable to the Stule of Utlarakhand]
read with government of Uttaranchal {Mow Utisrakboned ) Motification Mo, 420-Ek {1)IXXXVEY Nyoy
Asnubrbag 2005 chded 0711.2005, the High Courd is pleased o direct that the following 48 Civil Judges
{r.Div. ), posted in the Stte of Uttnrakhand, shall have jurisdiction @ try Civil Suits of pecuniary viclee
not exceeding 100 Lac.

i M. Rinky Sabm ol Mz Shivan) Pasboln

- Sri Bavi Prakash < Sri Shahjad Abmad Wahid
4 M Aknta Mishro -4 5n Rapgev Dhavan

L4 Sri Moharmnned ¥ agub - M; Lhhnvi I_iqnﬂ!l

- M. Ritikn Semwal & s Vibhn Yadav

b Sl Sanpay Singh L St Sayed Gulfran

o 'vh lnllu Sharma & S MIHI:IJ Ko umar I:llum L'dl
& Ms Niharika Miral & Saf Harsh Yodav

- S Ravy Shonker Michica - et Sm‘ujlp Kammar Traard

- Ms. Seemn Dungrokoti - Ms. Shachi Sharmn

- M;_Swm Pandey L Sei Abhizhek Kumar Srivasiava
o M Swieln Kona Chauhon e Se1 Avimzsh Kumar Snvasiava
=3 W Tricha Rowm - Sri Sachin Kwmar

% Ms. Lalitn Singh L] M. Ami Sarohe

<« S Sanjeev Kumar - M Simrungeel Kaur

- 5Sri Sandeep élngh Bhandasi N ::: = ﬂﬁ.wmma

- M. Meha hughavaha * Ms, Anila Kumari

L M, Neha Cayvam > St Akrmim Al

L] St Nu.-mj K dmar e S Ashok Kuomar

% Smu Payal Singh T [ % Ms, Nazish Kaleem

L Ms. Rushmi Goyal & Sn Akhilesh Kumar Pandey
L Sl Tmizan Mahed. Khan o St Sachin Kuamar Pathak

i M. Durgn L W fumeer Kunar

< %iri Rajesh Kumar o Sri Dayaram

By Order of the Courn,

N T




Some recent Judgements of Uttarakhand High Court

th 15

L o Sph ApphNe, 5892014, Reckitt Benckiser(Tndia) Lid ox State of Lraeakiand & othrs with
Kpl Appiy S10.571 51272004, decided on 06.07.15,the writ petitions were liled chinllenging the
asscssment orders & nodi lcation ssued under See 3312 of Utnrakhand Value Added Tax, Aci
2005 The Single Judge has relegated the appellants o alternate forum. Thas Spl. Appls. have
been filed before division bench,

The dvision bench, while examuning the legality of the Nonficotion, held that Notification
insued wider Sec 3212} of the Act, isa spevies of subsrdingte legislation, The appealiate forum
and other statsory suthoritics cannot examine the legality of the notification issued by the state
&only the writ court con examine the validity of the notificntion. 1 is alse observed thot if there
was o exranrdmary circumstiances, there will be no basis for the authoritics to invoke it4 power
under § 32(12) of Act. While affirming the judgment of the Simgle Judpge, it is phserved that it is

open o the appeliants o agitate the same before the competent forum,

2. In Spl Appl, Ned00/15, Rombal vs State af Uttarokhand &ors, decided on 0307 15, the
appellant chullenged the order by which he was suspended & puthonty also proceeded o appoint
Inquiry Officer. Thereafter, Inguiry (ificer was asked to serve charge sheet. Aggrieved thereby
wppellant filed writ petition which was dismissed by the Single Judge, Hence this appenl filed by
the appellant,

The division bench, while allowing the appeal, obscrved that it is settled law that an Inguiry
Officer con be oppointed only after the disciplinary authority isswes a churge sheot calling upon
the deliquent officer 1o submit his explanation & if it is found necessary vou hold an inguiry,
ooy ot that stuge on Ingury Officer be appointed. The charge sheet 15 10 be signed by the
disciplimary awthority. the power of issuing the charge sheet cannol be delegated to the Inquiry
Officer, 1t 15 held thm without issuing the charge sheet& calling for an explanation, an Inguiry
Officer could not be appointed and said pan of the impogned order could not be sustnined. Since




L I o A DR b e 1L

the Jegal part of impugned order suspending the deliquent was separable from illegal pasr thereol
appointing the Inquiry Officer & directing him to serve charge sheet on deliguent employee,
whole order necded nol to be quashed, So while susiadning the order ol suspension, remaining
part of the impupned order appointing Inguiry Officer & directing him 1o serve charge shest |
wizs guished

A In Sph. Appl No. 1T304, Amar Simgh Rawit & other v Soote af Uttarakfiond & ors, decided

on 050815, the wril peitioners afe class [V emplovees of police depurtiment. Selection process

ook place for promation from class 1V posts i clazs 1 posis in pursuance of 2004 Riles The
petitioner olse participated inthe said selection process. On 13.08.13 the Rules were amended
and a new fsclor added that for each vear of satisfuctory service rendered by condidate. be was
given 02 marks. Resporidenis get benefited by thest amended Rules. The Single Judpe ullowed
thie writ petition wking the view that selection process bad stared under the 2004 Rules.and a
great mzasure of selection process had already come to an end, seléetion pacess made 4@ per
wrsenvded Rules 15 shaolutely wromg. The Single Judge guashed the merit sl Jt 03,0913 and
directed the respondents 1o declore the resuly of selected cundidates in view of 2004 Rules. So
aericved hy this, the present appeal lics before the hench.

The question before the bench 10 be considered 5 that whetber the action of respondent
department in awanding 02 marks for work expefience for each year of service i correct? The
bench observed that in the note, it is not mentioned that the benefit of experience will be given
retrospectively. So the note porhon of 2013 aménded Ruoles 1= prospective and benefit of 102
masks was wrongly pwarded 1o eppellants. 11 is also observed that 1 is setiled position of liw that
amendment in Rules is always prospective excepl in those cases where il s provided (hu
amendment is retrogpective. While dismisging the appeal. the bench is of the view thal provision
provided In the note will become spplicable prospectively Le. with effect from 2013-14
recruitment year, There fore, the officiol respondents acted tlegally m giving benefitof 02 murks
for work experience for each vear of service.

4 In W P (58) No 20875, Vieai Kumare Singh vy Stee of Uttaeakbond & ers, decided on
(8.04.15, the petitioner challenges the transfer order 4t 31.07.15 where he stands transferred
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from Minor Irigatien Divizian ULS. Mugar 1o Mhor Ireigation Almoer. Besides i, e Turdser
secks writ of mandamus pot to interfere with the peaceful posting in U8, Mogar.

The bench, while illowing the petition & gquashing the mpugned order ahserved thit e B
are meant 11 be observed, Political imerference is to be kept ot hay bot st the same time both in
public interest snd also m opproprate cases, where mecrest of fustice 1 reguired os for Imstance
migdical rengons. where the nonms moy have 16 be relaced, 1t may be open 13 the suthombes 16 ost
in wermE of netms & reles the requiremenls, Transfer 5 an incident of service of every
govemmen! employee and he connol mise the argument Pased on his term inder the sorms o
resist the ransfer, which is made bonafide in public interest even i it has effect of cutting down
the length of his term of o particular place. In the wdality of the circumstinees present in this
caze, the petitioner has been able to make out © case for interference in A 226 of the Constitution

on the il grovnd. Petition allowed by issoing writ of cerbarar,

In Cr. Appl. Mo, fo13, Vinod Kumar v Stote, decided on 08.07.15. the appellant a=sailed his
conviction under S2e J02,498 A of [PC &34 of D0 P. Act As per prosecution version, the
devemsed wife was found missing from the house of sccused hushand on 200007, On 25.10.07
her father lodged FIR. On 26.10:07 bady was recovered from a river of rogged hilly area

The bench, while hearing the case, observed thm the cause of death of the decessed was not due
tos drowming a8 o waler or sand particles were discovered in Uve wind pipe of the decensad
There way no woce of sand alsp inside the body of deceased, It was held that the prosecution
witniesses could only establish croelty and demand of dowry end theee wes no eve witness of the
affence of murder and the place of incident, betng a rugped hilly area, the deceased might have
Jumped or Jued Tullen into the dver. The beneh, while allowing the wppeal wiss of the view that the
offence under Sec 302 1PC or % DP. Act could not be proved, rather the accused was guilty of
offence WS 306 & 498 A [PC,

In Iueome Tax Appl. No 3715, 3805 &3W15, Commissioger of Tncome Ty, Delradun v
Uttarakfrand Van Vikas Ngam, decided on 13,0815, the appellant assmls the judament di
FL03.15 passed by the Income Tax Appellate Tribunal, Delhi bench 'H' New Delhi whereby the
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appeals filed by the assessee agninst assessment orders weres allowed on the ground that notice
isgued under Sec 148 of Income Tax Act was barred by limitation.

The bench, while dismissing the appeal, observed thm the longuage of 5 149 & 130 of the Aot
demonstrates (il notice ws 148 for reassessment shall be issued before the expiry of (M vears
frosme the end of relevant assessment year unless the case [alls erther eliby or clic). As per § 1350
(13 of the Act, there will be no hmitedon W 1s50c re-asscssment notice ws 148 of Acuil
asgissment . seems to be reguired pursent o any observations mode, direction issued by any
authority under the Act by way of oppeel, reference or revision. Expln. (3 of § 15303) of A
demonstrate that excluded income of origingl ossessee; con be nssessed in the income of ihind
party, il third party was heard by the sutharity, making observations or issuing direction that
exchaded income is if third party, therefore shall be excluded from the income of ongimol
asseasee, The thord person whose habilny s found by the assessme authorites while moking
issessiment ugaminst the origingl essessee. Such thind porty hos to be heard before fining the
linhility. If such third party is heard then only reassessmient under 5148 r.owe 5149 & 150 of Act
15 permissible, In the present case, assessee wiss pot-heard by ITAT, Lucknow bench, therefore,
there is ne illegality in the order passed by ITAT, Delhi bench "H' N Delhi,

T. In Gowt. Appl No 562000, State of Untergifiond v Manoj Kumar & othes, decided on
25.08.15, mppeal is prefemed peainst the judgment & order on ST Mo, 36472007 where the
accised were acquitied w's 304 Brow, 5 34 [PC

The bench, while dismissing the appeal, observed thud for the offence punshable wy 304 B 1IPC,
death of @ woman should be caused by burns or bodily injury or should occur otherwise than
under normal circumstances within seven vears of her marringe and she should be subjected 1o
eruclty or harassment by her hushand or any relative of her husband, or in connection with any
demand for dowry. Since, oz per the information of doctor, the moin couse of desth could be the
blast of {ntestinal iilesr and oo bodily njury was observed by the doclor durne post- morem
examination, therefore the case in hand, does net fall within four comers of § 304 B IPC 5o
there 5 no justificetion or cogent ground 10 take & contrary view than what was taken by 1ol
judge,




8. In Leave to Appl. Ne, 5420805 in Gowt, Appl. Neo 108418, decided on 270815, the oppenl 15

filed agmingt the judgment & order possed by Session Judge, Almora where secosed was
sequitted of the charge under 5 302 [PC.

I bench, while dismizsing the appeal, observed that Khagi Rom {deceised) had lefi the house
it the evening of 08.05. 13 and his dead body got recovered on U9.05.13 while FIR was registered
on (L0613 & there s abaslutely no explonnhon os o why FIR lodped with undue delny. There
i ahsaluiely no other evidence on record where it can be said thot nceesed wes scen going
torwinrds the forest aren along with devensed or accused was seen coming out from the forest ared
1t wars ilso held that theory of simgulor last seen evidence is ool sufTicient 10 convict the secused.

Suspicion, however droni it may be, cannol be basis of conviction,

o In WRFPLL Yo 1 332004, Ram Sewak Sabha vs Dist,. Magiserate, Nuinital & orhres, decided on
209,15, petition i= filed assailing the order di 01,0914 passed by Collecior / Dist. Magistrate
Mainial secking wril of mandamus commanding the respondents not o obstruct the animal
smerifice in light of permission gronted by Medizal Health Officer, Munizipal Board, Nainital on
30,0814,

The bench observed that writ petition bearing Mo 7310 &77/10 were dizpoged off by division
bench of this count vide judgment dii9 1201 in which the ceurt observed that none eon be
permmied to seerifice an anrmal for the purpose of appeasing gods, as he believes, but sacnfice 15
permvitted oanly for the purpose of arranging food for the mankind wnd such sacrifice is 1o be done
in registered slaughter housesTicensed places. Dist, Magistride Nainital in impugzeed order di
080914 held thur as per emended bye-laws of Lake development Authority, no lemporary oF
permanenl construction can be permitted within 30 mefres mdius of the Maini Lake therefore
estiblishment of temporary slaughter house on the kank of Naini lake 15 impermissible. i was
Ireld that it is provided in Fan 1Y of the Food Safety and Stundards {Licensing and Registration)
Repulations, 2011 that ' No Objection Cerificate’ has 1o be obiained from local authority before
grant of licence for sloeghiering any anmal. In the present case. oo sweh ‘leense’ or ™o
(bjection Certificate’ was even obtained. While dismitsing the petition, the hench reiterated that
since bve- laws of Lake Development Auihority does nol permit any tvpe of construction within



30 m radius of the lake and no permission has been grmted under the Regulation of Food Safery
and Standards Act, therefore |, mandarnus sought 15 not available w the petitioner,

10, In €r. Appl No 19522000, Krishna Singh & odlers vs Stote, decided on 30,0915, the appellan
challenged the order & judgment of Session Judge i which they are convicted wsl d8.302/139,
3079 & 506 IPC

The bencl afler hearing the arguments opmed that even PWIEPWIEPWY are relatives of
deceaged, they have all given the aculir version and their lestimany cannot be discarded just on
the ground of minor discrepancics and incongroities. || 5 alsg germane (o oole that these ore
village witnesses belonging to hilly arens who could be examined in the cour, dee 1o the delay
taetics on the part of aecused persons, they all have deposed in correborative manner the entire
facts and sequence of incident that happened on such sensitive moments, The knife used in the
mcident was also recovered at the mstence of Deewan Simgh (A ); mems of such recovery i3 Ex
Ka-fond signoture thereon fus not been denied by this oocused while being exomined in the
court ws 313 CrPC, Bloed sogked elothes & soil of the spot miifies the presence of human
hlosd. The bench, while dismissing the appeal, observed that there 15 lormideble evidence
wvmilabie on record o hold all these appellants guilly fue e offences. & thers i85 Do reison 10
interfere with the same. The appeal is berefi of any merit.

Single Bench Jidgmenty

1. InCr WP No 2242015, Dr Rojexh Kumar Gupta v State of Uniwrakband & otles, decided
on 23.07.15, the petitioner chulleaged the validity of Rule 66 & Rule 67A of the NDPS Act on
(e grounds of their beihg ultr vires to Use Copstintion of India, sfier o gap of almost 10 vears
since the commencement of trial,

Asrepards to the violation of A 14 of the Constitution of [ndia, the Bench shaerved that i1 is
well sefiled position of law that State under A 14 ot well a5 under A 19(6) of the Constitution
can ereate i monopoly i its favour, to the exclusion of all private individosls. Secondly when it
dioes =0, it need not justify this act by way of empirical datn or statistics, &8s 1t 15 presumed an law
that this distincrion is in public interest. Rule 66 of NDPS Act exernpis [ocal hosprtals, choritabie
hoapitnls and such hospitals running on ‘voluntary subscription’ while Rule 67 A of Act exempis



use ol pivehotropic sohsinnoes by Covt. [oboraiory or any ‘research instimtion' of | is for

seqentific or analytical requirements. Trade practice or wmy kind of dealings in norcotics &
paychomopic substomees are: nightly trezted by State s ‘special catezory’ and &t 05 in public
interesl that there must be o snngent legisdalive and odministrtive contral on these ilems.
Irenting narcotics & pvehotropic substanies, o8 & separaie cliss, the classifcation mode in Rules
i remsonnhle. I8 s also beld that the challenge to the constitutional validity of an enosctment is at
the honds of on individon! who s presently facing o criminal trinl on serious charges of
possessmg, pevchomopic substances in violotion of law.

A regards 10 violution off A 19 (1) (g} ol the Constintion of Tndia, the bench observed that
Saate has o Tight to creste 8 monsopely (n s Dvour under clouse 608 of A 19 of Constinution of
Indim, il it so chooses. Sinee Act itsel{ wotally peohibits any person inter olin Mfom pessessing ony
peychotropic substonces, except when it is for medical ‘o scientfic purpose 1o the extent
provided by provisiom of the Act. The psychotropis substimees found in possession of petitioner
Is restricted which is only permissible if it is 05 per Rules, Evidently the petitiener do et fall in
any of the permissiblo catcgories under B O66(2) of KDPS Aot a5 Rule 674 is concemed, this
provizion is anly for such person performing medical or seientific fungtions who are nsthorised
1 keep the psyvehotropde substance and they are one who have 1o keep récords in Form 'S

However once the petitiones is not authorsed 10 keep psyehotropic substances under law, there

1= no question of petitioner keeping records of such prychotropic substanees. The bench , while
dismissing the writ. finolly came to the conclusion that both Rules 66 & 67 A prohibie the
pefitioner, o private individunl, to keep or pousess psychotropic substunees. The restriction §s in
pruablie interest & not violation to the Constitution of Indin.

In WP (58] No (23403 Pander Bhatt vy State of Utterakbond & othes, decided on 23,0715
& other writ petitions, the petitiondss clalm pension afier their retirement from Gove. Transport
Corporation known as Uitsrakhand Transport Corpr. Lad herern afler referred as Site Corpn.
The pension benefit is being denied to them oa the ground that none of the petitioners: were
wirrking on o pensiomable post

The bench, while hearing the matter, ohserved thar the sms of U P Gow, Emplovees
inifially in the Carpn. was on depirtation and they were Inter ahsorbed in the Corpn. None of the
peritioners whio wene recnnfed in the Corpn, were entitled for pension but were entitled for



contributory pension wnder Contributory Pension Scheme. Only such employees were lable o
pensionary benefits who wene working earlier to their ahsorption on permanent gazetied or non-
pizetted posts in L) P Roadways establishment as provided in Para | of G20 Dt 29101960, The
petitioners have nat been akle 10 show that they were working on pensionzhle posts, Ma
wittthwhile evidence has been placed before this court that any of the petitioners were permoment
employees of the U P Roadways' was entitied for pension. 158 alao observed then petitioners
hove alremdy taken posts relirements bepefit including CPT, can they mow turm seoosd and say
that what they have phendy received was aot enough and they need 1o gel pension as well, In
whew of this coost at this stage the pensioners cannot be permitted o i around and contend that
they should be given pension. The petitioners were waorking on such non- pensionable posts is an
admitted foct. While dismissing the wril petitions, the beneh reiterated that al] governmenat posts
are nol. pemsionable posts, There wre pensionoble os well s non- pensionoble posts. Normally 4
non- pensionable post has o provision of st s known as Contributery Provident Fund (CPF)
All the petitioners which are presently before the court are covered wmder this scheme{CPF).
They have besn repulordy contrbuting from the selory under tns scheme and of the time of their
retirement ench one of them has recelved this amount called CPF. 1L w00 late in the day o undo
whai has already been done Petitioner's cose fiails bath on law as well as on equity.

I Or Mive, No, 8072615, Manoj Singh @ Manwar Siegh v Stade of Uttnrakhond & othres,
decided on 26.08.15. the facis of the case are that an FIR lodzed against the applicant by Resp
Mo, 3 who is father of one Ms Rekha Resp. No 2 under § 3637366 of 1PC and 5 % of Profection
of Children from Sexual Offences Act Tt is alleged thar the applicam had pbducted the daughners
af resp, no 3 bt subsequently i is revenlad that résp oo 2 hod actally elopad with the applicant
as they both were studying in the same college and were in love, Afler fnvestigation, police filed
charge shee| agains applicent & the court fook cognizanes. Hence the applicant is before coun
under 8 482 CrPC. It is also leamnit that on |last oceesion | Resp no. 3 present before Cournt & pave
the statement that be docs sal want to press the charges against applicant. Meanwhile, applicant
& resp, no.2 hove also murried, This fact is also admitted by the counsels of Respono 2 & 3, 1L is
also ohserved by the bench thit &t is edmitted {net that applicant & resp. ne 2 had eloped when
shi was emly o few months short of attwiming her mmonty. Aller attaneng the age of mojonty ,
the applicant & resp. no 2 have marmed.




The bench while dispoging the manet, ahserved that no fruitfol purpose will be solved in keeping
this maiter pending before this court, The present proceedings are shaolotely funle as both the
parties havee entered into & compromise,

. In WP No, F303EMS) of 2015, Gurvinder Singh ve Dist, Magieteare U185, Nugar, decided on
107 15, the petitioner challenged the order of Dist. Magistrate LLS. Magar as well as order of
Mivigionn] Commr, Rumnen Naindial, whereby application maved by petitioner w's 13 of Arms
Aot secking arms Ticence for revolveripistol was dismizsed by Dist Maginteate on the ground that
petitioner has absolulely no danger to his life, as reported by police & appeal arising therefrom
wes dismissed by Div. Commr. Kumnon.

The bench obasrved thar bare perusal of 5 13 of the Act would demonstrate thar the Dism

Magistrate may gramt firearm licence for non- prohibited firearms while § 14 would demaonstrate
that licencing authority shall sefuse to grmnt licence in respect of prohibited arms & moy also
refuse o grant licence for non-prohibited weapon |F Tieeneing authority hes reason o believe that
acguiring . having in possession of carrying sy orms is probibited. The combined reading of §
13 & 14 of the Act demonstrte thut ordinanly licencing suthority ghall nof refuse o grant any
licence o any person merely on the ground that sech person does not ewn or pessess safficient
praperty; heencing authority shall refuse to gramt licence 1f applicant s below 21 years of age or
i of sound mind or has been comviced and sentenced for the offence involving vilence and
moral turpitude for fhe period of 0F years after the expiration of the sentence or shall pot issee
the mrms licence in tavour of the person, who hos been asked to furnish bond o maintain public
peace during the period of bond or when the licencing suthority |4 of cpinion that grant of
livence would be pgainst the public peace & security, Mesning thereby, if none of the grounds
fior refusing the licence 15 available, ordinerily, the licence has fo be wranted. [n the present case |
the petitioner is nel found man of unsound mind or below the nge of 21 yeary. Therefore, refusal
al the non-prohibited arm licence 10 the petitioner on the grownd tha I;J:lm.: is no materiol 1o
suggest thut ho has any apprehension of life scems to be beyond the scope of 5 13 & 14 of the
Act. Comsequently, the petition 15 allowed & impupned order quashed.

In W P NodTRS(ME) of 2005, Sushile & otles w Dist Judge & othrs alorg with mvo other
petitions, decided on | 3.07.15, the mother of present petitioners moved three applications w's 21
of L Act Mol 3 of 1972 secking eviction of tenants from three different tenanted portions on the




yroamnd of bonafide need. The prescribed authority obsérved that landlord is in pessesson of 09
mooms 50 landlord did not require ienanted poriion for bonafide need. Since the building 55 not in
dilapidmed condition therefore does not demalition and reconstruction, Appeal preferred ugainst
thint order which was dismissed by Dist Judge.

The bench observed that if el{a) & (b} af 8 21{ 1} read topether ihe only eonclusion would be
That bienedford may seek release of the building u's 2141 )=} on the ground thet weanted building is
bonafide required either in its existing form or after demolition and new construction for
occupation by himself or any member of his family while releaze of building w's 2101 {B) can he
spught by the landiord on the ground that building 15 in difapidated condition that requires
demalition and new construction. In the present case, the moin cose of petitioner wis under 5
2101} () of Act saying her fomily is consisting of 13 members end she will demolish the
building in existing form and shall reconstuct it to fulfill her présent existing need. The bench,
while allowing the petition, held thet in the present case, both the courts below hove failed to
ohserve ms 1o how mony faimily members of the family of the landlord are nesiding ol Mussorie
&u to how all the fomily members can be pecomedated in the space availoble wath the
landlords. Both the courts bebow did not consider every adult member miy require separate bed
room and how many rodms are required by petitioner. So the motter be rémanded 1o Appellate
Court te decide the appeal afresh with the direction that Appellate Court shall hold the spot
inspection personally to find out as 1o how many vacant rooms are in possession of landlord,

In W P No., $842003(M/S), M/S Dabur India Led vs Raspinder Singh, decided on 23.07.15, the
petitioner challenged the judgment of Labour Court, Kashipur whereby dismizsal of the
respondentworkman was held 1o be illegal amd it 35 directed that sespondent be reinsnted along
with entire back wuges. It i also learnt that respondent /workmon wis placed under suspension
on 260915 lor the alleged itheft wnd respondent /workmian uunl'n.-saﬂd_his guill in his own
hiandwriting.

The bench nhierved that there b5 nio dispuete that workmin himself in his own handwriting has
confessed his guili and iendered his apology with the undenaking ihat in fielure, be would not
repeat the sume offence, |t i seitled position of law that admission’ confession s (he best
evidence agmnst the person miking admission / confession and 1 @ for the person, who has

made the confession to exploin as 0 why he has made the admission’ confession and a3 (o




whether admission was mode the by his under duress & coercion In the present case,
respondent’ workman has not produced ony witiess 1o say thot he his mnde confess:on under
duress/confession. Bald allegstion that confession was made by him under duress or coercion is
not sufficient 1o ignore the confession mode by the respondent/workman, While allowing the
petition, the hench held thit judgment passed by labour court does not sustain in the ey of low
So mpugned  judgment & award @5 hereby quushed.

I WP No JRST¢MS) of 2015, Suraf Sharma & ethes vs State of Uttarakiand, decided on
29.07.15, the petition is preferred stating that 43 acres of land of village Raiwala, Dehradun
belonging o0 Mr B, B. Sharma ns declared surplus lond, should be alived o petitioner ws 27 of
U P Impasition of ceiling on Lend Holdings Act, 1960

The bench observed that as per sub section (1) of 8 27 of the Acr, surpius land has to he handed
over to Gram Sabha fore the public community purppses. 15 Gram Sabha is having lend for
public conmunity purposes measuring 15 neres, the as per Sulby section (2) of S27 of Aet, surplus
lan! s 1 be used For public purposss. 17 any land remaing, afier Tulffiling the objects of sub
segtion (1) & (20 of 827 of Act then such land may be available for allomment w's 198 of UP Z A
L K Act, As in the present petition there nowhere stated that Gram Sabho of village Raiwaln is
having 1% sores of lond for public commundty purpoges o8 required w% 27 (1) of Act nor it is
stmed that surpius land | in question, is not required for public purposes. i is also not mentioned
that whether npphcation were invited w's 198 of UPZALE Act for allotment of lamd or petitioner
liove even opplied w's 198 of UPZALR Act. It is further held that writ of mandomes can be
issued only 1o enforee legal nulits alréendy existing in favour of the petittonst or commuanding the
awthaorities o do something, which they are supposed 1o do under legal obligations. Since
petitioners failed 1o demonstrate their legal rights to get the land alloted 50 no mandemus seems
1o justified m fovour of petitioners. Conseguentty, the wiit petition foils & dismissed in limine,

In W P No 3662015, Graphic Era Educational Sociery vs Stare of Uttorakfuond & ors, decided
om 108,15, the petiioner chnllenged the G, Q. Mo 103(DXXX V2004 ¢ Stamp 312009 dt
(.06, 14 1ssued by Resp. Mo | whereby the petitioner wes directed 1o show cause &s to why
proceeding w's 47-A ol the Stamp Act should not be initinted peainst petitioner & s 1o why
petitioner should not be asked 1o pay the deficit stamp duty along with penalty




The bench observed thot 5 154048 33(a) of LUP ZALR Act would revenl that o persin, society of
corporale body may be permitted 1o purchase agrcultural land for the purpose like medical or

heshh and purposes other than the agriculiure and hortieulture, n the present cose, petitioner way
permitted to purchase the agriculmeral land with the stipelation that affer purchase of the
sgriculteral lond, same shall be wsed for medicel purposes. I meons, on the doe of purchase,
nature of the lend was agricultursl. While disposing the petition, the bench held that since market
value ured mature of the property purchased on ihe date of executson of sale deed hus o be tuken
inte consideration for the purpese of ussessing the :I'I'I.1.I.I'-}il.:|. villut of the properly ind GOs relerred
in the impagned GO dt 06.06.14 nlso suggest in the same line, therefore impugned GO does not
stand in the scrutiny of law,

. n WP Vo 2226(ME) of 2013, Ambrich Kumar Agerval v Thakur (hass, decided on 08.09. 13,
the petitiomer/defendent /terant challenged the udgment & onder passed by JSCC/CE Judoe(SD)
Hatdwani in JSOC Suit wherehy the application maved b defdveenant/petitioner for rejecting
the plaint was rejeered. So the real question invalve is thar whether plaint should be mejected

under O VI R11(g) CPC becanse Plaintiff has failed to camy the amendment in the duplicate
copy of the plain.

The berch observed that if © VILR Lie) & w. 04 B | & OV RIS CPC, than the anly
interpretation. would be that of plant i= not filed m duphcote and Flanufl bas fniled o file
duplicate copy of the plaint within such extended time, 08 the court directs, court may reject the
plaant for fon- complionee of OV RICIC sinee Bling of platnt withou! doplicate copy shall not
be deemed 1o be duly instiiuied. In the evenl of allowing amendment in the plsing, amendment
has to be carried oul in the engimal copy of the plamt as well a8 in the duplicate copy of phumt
within such tme a8 stipulated by the order as envigsaged m O VI R 18011 the amendment 1 not
cirred oul i the dupheate copy of the plaint, it will fot be fatal to the piaint. This defect is
curable and it con be cured within such time, os fixed by count by exercising powers under OV]
R 18 CPC. While dismissing the petition, the bench  direct thit trinl court shall grant rensenable
tirne 1o the Plaintif to carry out the amendment in duplicate copy of the plaing ps required under
OVIRIBCPC.

1 In B P (S8 Neo (031415, Mokipal Singh v State of Uttorokhond & ors ond 29 other

petitivns, decided on 18.08.15, the petitioners were imtinlly sppomnted os Asst, Teachers in




Jumicr Basie Schools in Dist, Bageshwar, [t was realised by Dist. Edocotion Officer {Basic) that
none of the teschery Inelined the service i the remote arean 8o nn sdvt, Published on 13.08,11

that jeachers who secept o render thelr services in remote areas will pet endy | puttum
promation. All these petitioners responded & they are given out of turn promotion and were send
1o schoals i remote areas. The above step of Dist. Edn, Officer anmoved a oo, of teachers who
(lwoagh senior in list but hnd been quite o junior position us agrinst petitioners & their resentment
was led to fille wril petition in the court, The bench of High Court disposed ofF the said petition
asking wril petitieners to remidn present before Dis, Edn, Offices(Basic) and directed the officer
10 remuin present 1o hear their grievance. Thereafier, the officer cuncilled the promotion order of
all these patitioners and ordesed recovery of pay and other allowances which they received
agains promotional post. Feeling aporeved, théy all have approached court in way of ahove
petition

The bench while hearing the petition |, nbserved that the promotional exencise can be initiated
stibject o Hules of 1981, as adopted by the Stie, and the semioriiy of ieachers is o be
determined stricthy in sccordance with Rules of 2002 and no ather method cun be introduced by
any awthority, howscever high be moy be dehoring such rules The adve, dt 130811 was
contrary to rules applicatle for promotions. So caneellation of all these promaotions s quite valid,
While disposing the petition; the bench directed the Disi. Edn. Oificer (Basic) 10 make seniority
fis1 afresh strictly in ascordunce with the Rules of 2002 and then he is ot liberty to initinte the
proceedines of promotion as well as mansfer in order w ensure than fmparting education may not
suifer in the remote srews. Any other list vis-a-vis (o the sendority of such wachers prepared ol (he
whims of such officer s hereby quashed.

I B (MR N 68915, Smer Ramo Dewi & otfies v Sed Matiendea Pal & atfirs, decided on
[5.04.15, by means of this petition the petitioner challenped the impupned order dr 17.08:10
passed by Asst. Collector, Haldwani in Revenug Suit as well as order passed by Addl Comme.
Komaoun Divie in revision, The dispute between the parties perains o an agriculiural land of
arcund more than 100 bighas siteated in village Bhawan Singh Nawad, Lalkusn, Nainital.

The bench , while heaning the matier, phserved that in the question of fumly setilement, there {5
celebrated judgment of Hon'ble Apex Court rendered in Rale & othry ww Director aof




;|

Comsalidation & othes 197620 Revenwe Decisions 6% It 8 funher held that following
propositions must be essentinl for a family senlement -

(i) b facnily sarlement must be bonnlide one so as 1o resolve Bimily disputes and rvid chioms
by u fmir-and equitable division or allotment of prapernes between vanous members of the

family.

(i1} the soid settlement must be voluntary and should not be induced by frowd, coercion or
undue influence

{iti} such family armapement moy be even oral in which case no registration is necesaary

{iv) it is well settled that repistration would be secessary only if the terms of family
arrangement are reduced info writing. |, bt distinction should  be made between 2
document enuteining the texms or recituls of family arrangement made ynder the document
and & mere memempdum prepered after the family arrangement had slresdy been mode. In
such case memorandum itsel§ does not 0l with  in 5 17023 of Regiarration Act & thenefone
nd compulsorily regisirehle,

(v} the memibers who mov be parties 1o familyv armnpement must have antecedent title, clatm
or inlerest even a possihbe clim in the property, which j= scknowledged by the parties 1o
the setberment.

A family arrangement being binding on ihe parties to the armangement clearly operaies as oan
estoppel 5048 1o préclode pny of the parties who have taken advantige under the sgreement from
reviking or challenging the same

The bench reiternted that the existence of fumily settlement is further esiablished by the conduwct
of the parties therein. Finally, i is held that the court has no hesitetion to hold in fovour of the
exstenee of a family seitlement among the parties which 13 perasting wptill the doy. The petition
hereby allowed ex comeeguenti with the result that orders of Azst. Collector, Haldwarii & order of
Addl. Commr. Kumoan CHvn. are hereby set aside.

oIn WP Ne, 3722005(5/8) . Rajesh Kuwsar Yodaw o State of Uttarakhand & ors, decided on

FL0R.15, the petinonss aesadled the arder of haa termination &t 15.01,15 passed an the enquiry
report and sought issuance of wit in nature of cerlionri quashing both of them. He also praved
for writ of mandamus commanding pespondent to reinstace him with all consequential benefits on

——



his post of Asst, Tescher LT Grade. The petitioner sglected on the hasis of gquality marks
secured by him & atfer that hix testimonials was verified by the Pricipal of such college. It is
alleped against petitioner that he hod anained job through fabmcared festimanials & 1o thar effect,
an enquiry wih conducted. As regards (o fabrication & forging testimontals o crimmnal cass hiss
been registered againal peritioner and Station House Officer was sent 1o Lucknow for verification
of these testimoninls, who submitted 3 final report finding no substance-in the allegntions,

The bench while considening all the facts & circumstances of ther case, opined that as far as the
legaliny ol submssion of the charpe shest as ageinst the verification of westimomals Gone earlier
ot the level of Dy, Inspector General. Inspector Ceneral & investigating Officer himself, the
career of the petitioner connot be kept in abeyance for efernity. The petition is allowed and the
ferminntion order gs well s enguiry repen wne hereby quashed, Resp, Mo 3 Addl, Direcror of
Edn. Kumaon , Mainiial 5 enjoined 1w permit the petitioner W wke charge of post of Ass
Tescher L. T, Grwde s quickly &5 possible but not later than 02 weeks from the date o certified
copy of order is received. Sinee petiionsr remanned out of service, so no pecuniary benefity be
conferred on him for thet peniod,

13

In Secomd Appl. No 772008, decided on 0707, 15, Masraj Singh v General Manager (PEA),
BHEL, Ramipur & ethes, the appellant filed a suit against defdis for realisation of sum of Hs
2RS4K. 79~ in the court of Civil Judge(5.13}, Haridwar which was decreed. Therenfter Appellate
Court set aside the order & hald that among other things the suit was bamed by limitation.. The
present appesl s npainst said impugned order. The issue before the bench is whether A 70 or A
24 of Limitetion Act 15 appliceble or not?

The beaeh, while dismissing the appeal at the slage of admissian iself, observed that the facts of
presonl cise nevealed that i was not an instance of depositon or pown. Even if the werd
‘movable propery’ includes money for purpose of its A 70, the spme was neither deposited nor
pavned & therefare A 70 would not applicable. Limization would begin 1o run from the date the
money was réceived as per A 24 of the Schedole,

14, In Cr. Mise, Appln .No, 6862011, Girich Chandra Tripathi vs State of Uttarakhand & otlrs,
decided on 280715, applicant by means of 5 482 CrPC sseks 1o quash the impugned charge
sheet & coguizance order passed by ACIM Roorkes, Haridwar,




The bench relying on-the pudelines given by Hon'ble Supreme Court in dmid Kapoor vy Rawesh
‘Chandra & anthr, 201300 8OC{Cr ) 926 eld that the factual controversy need not be pone imto
by the court while exercising jurisdiction ws 482 CePC Whether such affence wis commiited by

applicant or not, has o B¢ exwmaned by the tral court. It 15 also observed that inherent
Jurisdiction wnder 5482 CrPC hes o be exercised sparinaly, carefully & with coution & only
when such exercise is justified by e et specificully laid in e section isell. While dismissing
the application, the Court 18 i view thil o dsierference i culled lor in the procecdings of court
below in exercise of its inferent jariadiction,

15, In Cr Appl. Mo 2842008, Bafan Singh v State of Uttarencial . decided on 110815, appellant

filed the appeal sgainst the comviction ws 106 & 45984 [PC

Tha bench, while allowing the appenl, observed thnt althoueh, the atlepation of cruchty against the
victim has been adleped. but docs oot insphe confidence nn the basis of ahove evidence, There is
no fota of evidence that the hushind or his relative subjected the victim o eruelry 1 can safely
be concluded that the prosecution has not been abile o prove the charge o' s 306 & 498-A of IPC
beyond & shadow of reasanable doulit

16, In Secamd Appl. No {82003, Telei Hydeo Development Conpes, Lidd Teliel through ity Manager

vs M8 Jai Prakash fndusteies | Lod, decided on 23,0813, there is delay of 1917 days in filing
the restomution opplicetion. An spplicstion was filed for condening of delay i fifing the
restoration npplication

The bench, while allowing the sppeal; observed that the expression "sufficient cause” has not been
defined. [t means = couse which is bevond control of the party invoking the aid of the Act. The
test, wheiber or nod & case is sufficient, s 1o see whether it i5 a bonnfide canse, i 1S much as,
nothing shilll be tiken to be done bomfide or in good fith which is not done with due care and
ottention. Subject w ke above test, the worls Ssulliciem cause’ should recelve liberal
constiruction 0 us 10 advonee subsiuntial justice. When no neghigence nor maction nor wang of
bonufide is impuiable o o party for the delay o fling o remedy, it would constiule o sufficiend
cause, A peduntic spproach showld net be there 10 should be applicd pagmancally. When
substantial justice wnd wechnicnl consideranons are pimed agninst each other, couse of substuntinl
justioe deserves 1o be preferred, Tor (he ather sulé cannot claim 1o have vesied right in justice
beting dented 10 linm hecaise of ho-deliberate delay




Major Events & Initiatives

. Training Programme on Ubuntu- Linex Operating System: A two-day training programme
on Ubuniu Linux Operating System & CIS Software was held in the library hall of High Courl
from U808, 15 10 O9.08.15. Master Trainers as well as officers of Mainital Judgeship & officers
posted at High Court of Unarklnnd & Stare Legal Service Authority(S1.8A) participared in i

. Independence Day Celebration; On 15t August, 2003, Independence Day was celebrated in
High Court premises with greal enthusizsm. On this cccasion. national Mag was hoisted by
Hon'ble Mr Justice ¥, K. Bist, Senior Judge of High Cour. Hon'ble Mr Justice 5. Dhulia,
Hon'ble Mr Justice 5. K, Gupmn & Hon'ble Mr Jostice ULC. Dhyeni graced the occasion.
Advovates, Officers & officiuls of Registry were also present

. C.Ms visit to High Court of Uttaralhand: On 180915, Hon'hle the Chief Minister of
Ulttnrnkbuand 8dr Harish Bawar visited e High Count of Utarakhend & met Hon'ble the Chiel
Justice & Hon'hle Judpes of High Court: An official lunch was hosed by the High Cours in the
honour of Hon'ble Chief Mimster, Afier that , o level- two meeting was held between Hon'ble the
Chicl Mimster & Hon'ble the Chiell Justice reparding the infrastruciure & manpower in High
Conrt & subordinate Courts of Uttnralchand Stote. “The Chief Minister also laid the foundation
stone of New Lawvers™ Chambers at Glenthorn in High Cowrt premises.




UTTARAKHAND JUDICIAL AND LEGAL ACADEMY,
BHOWALI, NAINITAL

Training Programmes held in the month of

July - tember, 20015:-

5. No. Nome of Truiming Programmes! Workshops Duration
I Workshop on emerging trends in cyber law and Crimes for =
CIM*stludicial Magistrates (for two days) fﬂi m&";'-"‘ A3

Hilik) Al
2 Tramng Programme for Direct/Promotee Judicia] Offficers HIS 15 July, 2015

frosm Uttarakhond fodicisl Service o 15 October, 2015

(on going)

L £ - ® )




WORKSHOP ON 'EMERGING TRENDS IN
CYBER Lay AND CRIMES' FOR
CHIEFJUDMCLAL MAGISTRATESS

ADDL. CHIEF JUDICIAL MAGISTRATES)

JUDICIAL MAGISTRATES

On 03 & 04 July, 2015

FOUNDATION TRAINING PROGRAMME FOR
HIGHER JUDICIAL SERVICE OFFICERS
|PROMOTED IN THE CADRE OF
HJIE 2094 - BATCH FROM UTTARAKHAND
JUDICIAL SERVICE)

i n
[Fram 15092015 to 15.10.2015)
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