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HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE FOR RAJASTHAN 
AT JODHPUR

S.B. Civil Writ Petition No. 13046/2021

CNR: RJHC010559982021

URN: CW / 23722U / 2021

Ramswroop S/o Shri Laxmanram, Aged About 31 Years, Resident

Of  Village/post  Indergarh,  Tehsil  Sangaria,  District

Hanumangarh, Rajasthan.

----Petitioner

Versus

1. State  Of  Rajasthan,  Through The Secretary,  Panchayati

Raj Department, Government Of Rajasthan, Jaipur.

2. The District Collector, Hanumangarh.

3. The  Chief  Executive  Officer,  Jila  Parishad,  District

Hanumangarh.

4. The  Development  Officer,  Panchayat  Samiti  Sangariya,

Hanumangarh.

5. The  Sarpanch,  Gram  Panchayat  Indergarh,  Panchayat

Samiti Sangariya, District Hanumangarh.

----Respondents

Connected With

S.B. Civil Writ Petition No. 11345/2021

CNR: RJHC010493512021

URN: CW / 20532U / 2021

Baljinder Singh S/o Shri Amarjeet Singh, Aged About 38 Years,

Resident  Of  Gram  Panchayat  Manewala,  Panchayat  Samiti

Suratgarh, District Sriganganagar.

----Petitioner

Versus

1. State  Of  Rajasthan,  Through The Secretary,  Panchayati

Raj Department, Government Of Rajasthan.

2. The District Collector, Sriganganagar.

3. The  Chief  Executive  Officer,  Jila  Parishad,  District

Sriganganagar.

4. The Development Officer, Panchayat Samiti, Suratgarh.

5. The  Sarpanch,  Gram Panchayat  Mane  Wala,  Panchayat

Samiti Suratgarh, District Sriganganagar.
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----Respondents

For Petitioner(s) : Mr. Sikander Khan, Adv.
Ms. Heena Aman Siddiqui, Adv. for
Mr. Mansoor Ahmed Siddiqui, Adv.

For Respondent(s) : Mr. Arpit Yoganandi, Adv. for
Mr. Kuldeep Sharma, GC.

HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE UMA SHANKER VYAS

Judgment / Order

07/07/2026

mijksDr nksuksa ;kfpdk,a leku rF;ksa ij vk/kkfjr gksus ls lqfo/kk dh

n`f"V ls budk fuLrkj.k bl ,d gh vkns'k ds ek/;e ls fd;k tk jgk gSA

fo}ku  vf/koDrk  ;kphx.k  dk  fuosnu  gS  fd  ;kphx.k  }kjk

IyslesaV ,tsalh ds ek/;e ls o"kZ  2014 ls 2021 rd v;kph foHkkx dks

lqj{kkdehZ ds :i esa viuh lsok,a iznku dh x;h gS] ysfdu vc ekSf[kd

vkns'k  ds  ek/;e  ls  mudh  lsok,a  ugha  yh  tk  jgh  gS]  foHkkx  ds

fo:) ;kphx.k dks lsok esa fujUrj j[ks tkus ckcr  vkns'k ikfjr fd;s

tkus dk fuosnu fd;kA

foi{kh foHkkx ds fo}ku vf/koDrk dk fuosnu gS fd ;kph o foHkkx ds

chp dze'k% deZpkjh  o  fu;ksDrk dk dksbZ laca/k ugha gS] IyslesaV ,tsalh

¼lsok iznkrk ,tsalh½ dks i{kdkj ugha cuk;k x;k gS] var esa nksuksa ;kfpdk,a

[kkfjt fd;s tkus dk fuosnu fd;kA

bl izdj.k esa ;g fookn jfgr gS fd v;kph foHkkx  esa ;kphx.k dh

lqj{kkdfeZ;ksa ds :i esa IyslesaV ,tsalh ds ek/;e ls lsok,a miyC/k djok;h

x;h FkhA Li"V gS fd ;kph o v;kph foHkkx ds chp dze'k% deZpkjh o

fu;ksDrk dk dksbZ laca/k ugha gSA

ekuuh; loksZPp U;k;ky; ds U;kf;d n`"Vkar (2018) 17 SCC 641,

K.K. Suresh & Anr. V/s. Food Corporation of India & Ors. ds ekeys

esa  ;g O;oLFkk  izfrikfnr dh xbZ  gS  fd tgka  ;kph dh lsok,a  lacaf/kr
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IyslesaV ,tsalh ds ek/;e ls foHkkx dks miyC/k djokbZ xbZ gS rks ,slh

fLFkfr esa ;kph o foHkkx ds chp Øe'k% deZpkjh vFkok fu;ksDrk ds laca/k

LFkkfir ugha gksrs gS vkSj ,slh fLFkfr esa ;kph lacaf/kr foHkkx esa fujarj :i

ls lsok,a fn;s tkus ds laca/k esa dksbZ vkns'k izkIr djus dk vf/kdkjh ugha gS]

mijksDr fu.kZ; dk iSjk la[;k 07 lqlaxr gS tks fuEukuqlkj gS%& 

"7- In the first place, the appellants failed to adduce any

evidence to prove existence of any relationship between

them and the FCI; Second, when the documents on record

showed  that  the  appellants  were  appointed  by  the  FCI

Head Load Workers Co-Operative Society but not by the

FCI then obviously the remedy of the appellants, if at all,

in relation to their any service dispute was against the said

Society  being  their  employer  but  not  against  the  FCI;

Third, the FCI was able to prove with the aid of evidence

that the appellants were in the employment of the said

Society  whereas  the  appellants  were  not  able  to  prove

with the aid of any documents that they were appointed

by the FCI and how and on what basis they claimed to be

in the employment of the FCI except to make an averment

in the writ petitions in that behalf. It was, in our opinion,

not sufficient to grant any relief to the appellants."

ekuuh; loksZPp U;k;ky; ds mijksDr U;kf;d fu.kZ; esa  izfrikfnr

O;oLFkk ds vuqlkj Li"V gS fd v;kph jktdh; foHkkx rFkk ;kphx.k ds

chp dze'k% fu;ksDrk o deZpkjh ds laca/k ugha gS] vr% ,slh fLFkfr esa v;kph

foHkkx]  ;kphx.k  dh  lsok,a  fujarj  :i  ls  ysaos]  bl  izdkj  dk  dksbZ

vuqrks"k ;kphx.k izkIr djus ds vf/kdkjh ugha gSaA 

ifj.kker% ;g nksuksa ;kfpdk,a [kkfjt dh tkrh gSA LFkxu vkosnu Hkh

blh vuqlkj fuLrkfjr fd;s tkrs gaSA

(UMA SHANKER VYAS),J

46-47/Murari Lal Sharma/306


