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Kalyan Shrestha J: Pursuant to Article 88 (1) of the then prevailing Constitution of Kingdom
of Nepal, 1990, the fact and order of the writ petition is as follows:

The writ petitioner contends that Article 1 of the Constitution of the Kingdom of Nepal,
1990, states the Constitution to be the fundamental law of the country and any laws that are
inconsistent with the Constitution shall be deemed void to the extent of such inconsistency.
Likewise, Article 11 guarantees right to equality to all citizens. Provided, any law is
discriminatory on the basis of gender, it is deemed to be contrary and inconsistent to the
right to equality guaranteed under Article 11 of the Constitution. Right to equality as
guaranteed by the Constitution has been violated by the provision prescribed under Section
10 (2) of the Bonus Act, 2030.

The writ petition further states that Section 10 (2) of the Bonus Act, 2030, prescribes
discriminatory provision based on gender and marital status regarding acquisition of amount
in lieu of bonus registered in the name of an employee upon the death of the employee,
wherein women are discriminated and do not have the right to enjoy the financial services
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and privileges prescribed by law. The conditional provisions prescribed in the law are direct
discrimination based on gender.

Likewise, the writ petition contends that the legal provision prescribed under Section 10 (2)
not only discriminates on the basis of gender but causes to discriminate on the basis of
marital status wherein separate provision has been prescribed for sons and daughters,
grandson and granddaughter, brothers and sisters. Pursuant to the provision, sons, grandsons,
and brothers irrespective of their martial status are deemed capable to enjoy the amount in
lieu of the bonus, whereas daughters, granddaughters, and sisters cannot enjoy the same
provided they are married, and therefore the said provision is deemed discriminatory not
only on the basis of gender but also on the basis of their marital status. Other than this, and
in the process of defining the hierarchy between the first and second relationship, ‘comma’
has been used whereby relationship stated after the inclusion of ‘comma’ have been
categorized as second generation, which is contrary and inconsistent with the law.

Article 1 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, 1948, guarantees that all members
of the human community are equal before the law and are entitled to enjoy equal protection
before the law. Likewise, Article 2 and 7 of the Declaration prescribes that discrimination
shall not be made on the basis of caste, color, gender, language, religion, political or any
other orientation. Similarly, Articles 1, 2, 3, 5, and 26 of the International Covenant on Civil
and Political Rights, 1966, and Articles 1, 2, 3, and 5 of the International Covenant on
Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, 1966, also guarantees similar kind of rights. Preamble
and Articles 1, 2, 3, and 4 of the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination
Against Women, 1979, defines discrimination as distinction, restriction or exclusion made
on the basis of sex. Likewise, provided, Nepal law is inconsistent with the above Convention
to which Nepal has been a Party and that has been ratified by Nepal shall, pursuant to
Section 9 of the Nepal Treaty Act, 2047, be deemed void and that the provision of the treaty
shall prevail and the petitioners pray to quash and deem void the said disputed legal provisions.

Recommendation made on the preliminary, second and third shadow report of Nepal by the
Committee on Elimination of Discrimination against Women, suggests existence of
discriminatory laws with regards to property, coparcenary rights and marriage and
recommends for reformation of these laws. The writ petitioner contends that the said legal
provision is inconsistent and contrary to the precedents propounded by the honorable court.

The writ petition contends that where the legal provision contained in Section 10 (2) of the
Bonus Act, 2030, is inconsistent and contrary to the fundamental right, i.e. the right to
equality, international principles and laws relating to equality and also inconsistent with the
right against discrimination, the petitioners pray that the said provision be quashed through
an order of certiorari and that appropriate order be issued directing the respondents to
make necessary legal provision based on the principle of equality. Likewise, the petitioner
prays for issuance of an interim order directing the respondents not to do or cause to do
anything pursuant to the disputed provision and have also sought for prioritization of the
case.
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An order had been issued by a single Bench of this court directing to submit the case for
hearing upon submission of the rejoinder and the said order also directed for prioritization of
the case.

The rejoinders submitted by the Office of the Speaker and National Assembly reads as
follows: That where there is no clear grounds and reasons for making this office a respondent,
the writ petition prima facie is deemed to be quashed. That, in the absence of the House of
Representatives, the process of making timely amendments in the Nepal law has been
hindered. That, the Legislature of the country is always conscious and alert in this regard
and where the writ petition has been submitted without taking into consideration the time
and the circumstances prevailing therein, the respondent prayed to have the writ petition
quashed.

Separate rejoinders submitted by the Law Reform Commission, Prime Minister and Office
of the Council of Ministers and Ministry of Women, Children and Social Welfare reads as
follows: That, where there is no reasons and grounds for making this Commission a
respondent and where the petitioners have failed to substantiate the reasons thereof, the
respondents prayed to have the writ petition quashed.

Likewise, the rejoinder submitted by the Ministry of Law, Justice and Parliamentary Affairs
reads as such: That, the person entitled to receive the bonus is vested with the right to
designate his nominee upon his demise. With regards to designating a nominee, Section 10
(2) of the Bonus Act, 2030, does not discriminate between a male and female. That where
a daughter or sister, upon marriage is entitled to receive property from her husband,
categorization on the basis of their marital status cannot be deemed to be unjustifiable.
That, where the petitioner contends that the application of ‘comma’ in between grandfather,
grandmother, brother, grandson, granddaughter, nephew, niece categorizes those relatives
after the application of ‘comma’ as second generation is erroneous. That, clarification
made in the said Section prescribes that where there are more than one relative under the
same category, the relatives prescribed therein are entitled to the bonus on a proportionate
basis  and therefore, such hierarchy does not create any discrimination to the enjoyment of
their rights. That, where an aunt automatically is entitled to receive any property received
by her husband, and pursuant to the provision prescribed under Section 10 (2) (k), the
contention that the aunt is denied from receiving the bonus is baseless and erroneous. That,
in the absence of the husband, the law entitles the widowed aunt to receive the bonus and
as such the right of widowed woman is further protected. The respondent prayed to have
the writ petition quashed.

A supplementary petition submitted by the petitioners before this Court reads as follows:
That, where a writ petition had been filed seeking the court to deem void the provision
prescribed under Section 10 (2) of the Bonus Act, 2030, and where the said case was sub-
judice before the court, the government vide date November 3, 2006 had issued Act Relating
to Some Nepal Amendment Act 2063, wherein the said Section had been amended. That
where the Section had been amended, the petitioner deem the said Section to be
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discriminatory. That Section 10 (2) (d) of the amended Act prescribes the following:
Grandfather, grandmother and grandson and granddaughter from the son’s side and as
such clearly discriminates grandson and granddaughter from the daughter’s side. Similarly,
under Part (f) of the said Sub-section, prescribes for unmarried daughter, son, widow,
daughter-in-law living separately and as such the said Section tends to discriminate daughters
on the basis of gender and their marital status. The petition further contends that
discrimination between grandson from the son’s side and unmarried granddaughter living
separately has been provisioned under Part (l) and that Part (o) further discriminates on the
basis of gender and marital status between step-son and unmarried step-daughter. That,
where an Act that has been enacted to uphold gender equality, further provides continuity
to discrimination is a matter of concern. That, where the petitioners had prayed Section 10
(2) of the Bonus Act, 2030, to be inconsistent with Article 11 of the then Constitution of the
Kingdom of Nepal, 1990, Articles 13, 20 (1) and (4) of the Interim Constitution, 2063,
prescribes that discrimination against parental property shall not be made on the basis of
gender and it also provides for framing of special laws for the protection, empowerment
and advancement of women. That, where the amended Act provided continuity to
discrimination on the basis of gender and marital status with regards to acquisition of bonus,
the petitioner prayed to have the said provisions quashed and prayed the court to issue
order for the formulation of appropriate law.

Where the case pursuant to the rules have been submitted before this Bench, learned
advocate Meera Dhungana made the following submission: That in the process of prescribing
the hierarchical order, Section 10 (2) of the Bonus Act, 2030, creates discrimination between
sons and daughters with regards to acquisition of bonus. That where the petition was sub-
judice, Some Nepal Amendment Act, 2063 had been promulgated with the purpose of
maintaining gender equality, wherein Sub-section (2) of Section 10 had been amended.
That Part (d), (f), (l) and (n) of amended Section 10 (2) further provides continuity to
discrimination on the basis of gender and marital status. The petitioner prayed to quash and
declare void the legal provisions citing the said provisions to be inconsistent with the provisions
prescribed under the international conventions and Article 13 and 20 of the Interim
Constitution, 2063 and also sought for an order of mandamus directing the respondents to
frame appropriate laws.

Likewise, Deputy Attorney General Narendra Prasad Pathak on behalf of the government
of Nepal made the following submission: That the government is committed towards fulfilling
its commitment made at the international level and in this regard, the government had
promulgated Some Nepal Amendment Act, 2063, wherein laws relating to gender inequality
had been amended and repealed. That where an unmarried daughter like a son is entitled to
parental property and where a married woman is entitled to coparcenary rights from her
husband clearly proves that discrimination on the basis of gender has not been done. That
where a married woman is entitled to coparcenary right from her husband, the law does not
prescribe and entitle such woman and her children to be the successor to the maternal
property. That where the said provision is judicious pursuant to our social construction, it
cannot be deemed to be discriminatory and prayed to have the writ petition quashed.
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Today being the date set aside for rendering a decision, and upon perusal of the writ petition
and the rejoinders and deliberations made therein, the Bench deems that decision should be
rendered on the following questions raised in the writ petition:-

a.   As to whether or not the various Parts prescribed under Section 10 (2) of the Bonus
Act, 2030, regarding acquisition of bonus is inconsistent with Article 13 of the
Interim Constitution of Nepal?

b.   As to whether or not the order sought by the petitioners should be issued?

With regards to the first question, the petitioners through their principal petition had contended
and prayed to have the various Parts prescribed under Section10 (2) of the Bonus Act,
2030, to be deemed void pursuant to Article 88 (1) of the Constitution of the Kingdom of
Nepal, 1990, citing the said Parts to be inconsistent with Articles 1 and 11 of the said
Constitution. Likewise, upon perusal of the rejoinder submitted by the respondent Ministry
of Law, Justice and Parliamentary Affairs, the rejoinder contends that the said provision
prescribes for acquisition of bonus of the deceased person and further contends that where
a nominee has been designated by the deceased person, the said nominee is entitled to the
bonus and where no such nominee has been designated, the legal provision prescribes the
hierarchy of successors and since the legal provision is not discriminatory, the respondent
prayed to have the writ petition quashed. It has also come to the notice of the Bench, that
where the case was sub-judice, some Nepal Amendment Act, 2063 had been enacted to
maintain gender equality wherein the disputed provisions prescribed under Section10 (2) of
the Bonus Act, 2030, had been amended. In response to the amended provision, a
supplementary petition had been submitted wherein the petitioners had sought for declaring
Part (d), (f), (l) and (n) of the amended Section 10 (2) void, citing the amended provisions
to be inconsistent with Article 13 and 20 of the Interim Constitution, 2063.

Where the disputed law had been amended and in this changed context, the Bench does
not deem it necessary to enter into the contents of the principal petition. The Bench deems
it appropriate to enter into the contents of the supplementary petition and subsequently
deems it proper to look into the amended legal provision. The principal contents of Section
10 (2) of the amended Section of the Bonus Act, 2030, deemed inconsistent with the Interim
Constitution by the petitioner reads as follows:-

In the event of death of an employee, the person nominated by him shall be entitled to
receive such amount. Provided, there is no nominee or provided where a nominee is dead,
the following relatives of the employee who are alive, shall pursuant to the hierarchy be
entitled to the amount and provided, there are more than one relative living the same shall
be distributed proportionately;-

(d)  Grandfather, grandmother and grandson and granddaughter from the daughter’s
side,

(f)   Unmarried daughter, son, widowed daughter-in-law living separately,
(l)   Grandson, unmarried granddaughter from the son’s side living separately,
(m)  Step-son and unmarried step-daughter living separately.
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The petition contends that from among the legal provisions Part (d) discriminates between
grandson and granddaughter from the daughter’s side, whereas, Part (f), (l) and (m)
discriminates daughters on the basis of their gender and marital status.

In this regard, the disputed legal provision has been amended to address the acquisition of
the amount in lieu of bonus in the event of the death of any employee. Principal content of
Section 10 (2) prescribes for the acquisition of bonus by a person or persons nominated by
the employee in the event of his death. Where a nominee is alive, the said person is entitled
to receive the bonus and as such the legal provision prescribed thereafter is deemed to be
inapplicable. Provided, where a nominee is dead, or provided a nominee has not been
designated by the deceased employee, the Act prescribes for acquisition of the bonus
pursuant to the hierarchy prescribed under Part (a) to (o).

The disputed legal provision is not a legal provision enacted to regulate the provision prescribed
under the Chapter of Partition and Succession but rather it is a special kind of law enacted
regarding the acquisition of bonus by an employee. In this regard, the conditional provision
of the law is applicable only in the absence of a nominee or in the event of the death of the
nominee. With regards to designating a nominee, the Act does not provide any pre-conditions
and as such the exclusive right to nominate a person solely vests upon the employee. The
exclusive right of nominating or not nominating a person solely rests upon the employee and
therefore, this legal provision does not regulate the general practice. Where the concerned
person does not designate any nominee, the State in this regard has determined the hierarchy
in order to regulate the process of acquisition of the bonus and therefore, should be considered
as an alternative means.

By what kind of policy has the State been influenced while determining the hierarchy is a
matter that falls within the ambit and jurisdiction of the Legislature? The Court cannot
intervene into the jurisdiction of the Executive and the Legislature vested by the
Constitution and direct these bodies to include certain subject matters in the law.
Before entering into the unconstitutionality of any law, the Court presumes that
the Legislature has formulated the law pursuant to the Constitution.

Where a party claims such provisions to be unconstitutional, it is the responsibility of such
parties to refute the presumptions made by the court. Provided, issue of unconstitutionality
is established by the party, the court cannot declare any law to be unconstitutional. Likewise,
the claim regarding unconstitutionality of any law should not be illusionary. It is necessary
that such claims be based on reasonable grounds and reasons which are easily
comprehensible to a general layman.

The family laws prescribed under the Chapter of Partition, Succession, Adopted Son,
Marriage and Husband and Wife of the Muluki Ain contains social and cultural practices.
Section 1 on the Chapter of Partition defines the term joint family and also categorizes the
persons included within that terminology. Where a person does not fall within that category,
the said person is not deemed to be within the joint family and as such is not entitled to
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partition. Although, Section 1 on the Chapter of Partition recognizes unmarried daughter as
a coparcener, Section 1 a. on the Chapter of Partition does not recognize married daughter
as a member of the joint family wherein the legal provision does not prescribe coparcenary
right to such daughter. The provision regarding prescription of coparcenary right to unmarried
daughter like son was not a provision that was easily incorporated. Pursuant to Writ Petition
No. 3392 of the Year 205023, the court had issued directive orders and pursuant to various
orders issued by this court, reforms in laws relating to gender equality had been made
wherein reforms in the legal provisions prescribed under the Chapter of Partition had been
made whereby unmarried daughter by birth had been included as a coparcener of a joint
family. Likewise, under the Chapter of Succession, the term successor has been defined
wherein daughters under various circumstances have been included as a successor.
Nevertheless, coparcenary and succession are not the same and there is a conceptual
difference between these two terms. The first is a right that is acquired by virtue of being
a member of the joint family whereas in the case of succession, this right is acquired by
fulfilling certain conditions prescribed by law. Succession right is acquired by the prescribed
persons upon fulfilling certain conditions.

Other than the rights prescribed by the law on succession, a daughter’s relation with the
joint family are severed upon her marriage. Pursuant to the present provision, the status of
membership of the daughter with the joint family is severed upon her marriage and has no
rights and obligations. Legal relation is limited by the law relating to succession. In case of
a male and where a family is indivisible and living in a joint family, this right continues to be
enjoyed for generations and has no significance as to whether or not they are married. But
in case of a daughter, Section 1 under the Chapter of Partition does not provide continuity
upon the marriage of a daughter. This is the nature of our family law as of this date. Laws
are influenced by certain recognition and this is not only applicable in the case of Nepal law
but is applicable in any legal system. In other words, law cannot be oblivious of social
practices and values.

The nature of family law, constitution or dissolution of a family is determined on the basis of
the social, economic, cultural and legal grounds. What is the construction of our family law
or its validity is not a question of the present time. As to whether or not any portion of the
family law contradicts with the fundamental law of the land and the fundamental rights and
rights relating to human rights and judicial values or as to whether or not regulates any
other legal rights or causes encumbrance is a matter to be entertained by the court and
through this process the court protects the rights of the people. In the name of providing
justice, orders or directives for reconstruction of the social or cultural system
cannot be issued by the Court. These are jurisprudential or policy matters to be
decided by the Legislature.

23 Nepal Law Magazine, 2052, page 432
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In the said case, the petitioner has not raised any philosophical questions on the law relating
to Partition or Succession. Right activists like the petitioner and other petitioners have
raised various questions regarding equality, wherein this court has repeatedly expressed its
commitment on matters relating to human rights and right to equality.24 In the process of
implementing the orders or directives issued on various occasion has resulted in creating a
great leap in the area of gender equality. Nevertheless, the journey of equality is such that
it has no permanent resting place. In other words, this journey takes a different direction
each time and in developed circumstances. This is an indicator of the developing trend of
human beings. A few years back in Meera Dhungana vs. Government of Nepal,25, the
petitioner had prayed for prescription of coparcenary right to daughter equivalent to that of
a son and currently the writ petitioner has sought for acquisition of bonus irrespective of
their marital status and as such the issue of gender equality has traversed a long path.

Society is an organization which continues to influence the social, economic, cultural and
legal aspects. Values determined by the society are expressed through laws, which is
expressed in toto or in bits and pieces. For the purpose of maintaining the supremacy of the
fundamental rights, various petitions have been submitted before this court. While challenging
the validity of law, sometimes the law in toto and sometimes its portion is challenged. Such
challenges are made pursuant to the need and necessity. The background of various laws
prevalent in the society functions as a backbone of the societal process. Therefore, the
various laws prevailing in the society is in one way or the other attached with values and
recognition. Therefore, where social or cultural processes are expressed in the law, there
has to be consensus in the reconsideration of such laws and it is appropriate to look into this
matter through political or any other procedures.

In the present petition, the question of gender discrimination relating to acquisition of the
bonus as provisioned under the various Parts under Section10 (2) of the Bonus Act, 2030,
has been challenged. Various provisions under the Chapter of Partition, Succession, Marriage,
Adopted Son, and Husband and Wife which are a part and parcel of the family law assists
in the preparation of the skeleton of the family law of Nepal and the effect of these provisions
are reflected in various other laws.

Bonus Act, 2030, is an independent Act. This Act in particular circumstance, determines
the hierarchy of successors in relation to acquisition of the bonus. The privileges prescribed
under the Bonus Act, 2030 is personal in nature and as such there is no provision for family
elements and therefore, the privileged person may devolve his right to any other person.
Where a person does not devolve his right to any other person, the Bonus Act prescribes a
separate and clear provision regarding devolution of one’s right to another. The said Act
has prescribed its own hierarchy. Provided, no hierarchy is determined, one need to look

2 4 Nepal Law Reporter, 2053, Page 537, Nepal Law Reporter, 2053, Page 105, Nepal Law Reporter 2057, Page 376, Nepal Law Reporter, 2061, Page 377, Nepal
Law Reporter, 2061, Page 387.

2 5 Writ Petition No. 3392 of the Year 2050 Nepal Law Reporter, 2052, Page 462
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into other prevailing legal provisions and such condition does not arise in this case. Therefore,
regarding the hierarchy of devolution of right, the provisions prescribed under the various
Parts of Section 10 (2) of the Bonus Act, 2030, is in itself very clear.

As far as the question of gender discrimination in relation to the marital status is concerned,
principally discrimination on the basis of gender and marital status is not acceptable.
Nevertheless, such discrimination should be clearly evident. Discrimination on the basis
of gender and on the basis of marital status is not same. Where any woman, male
or a third gender is discriminated due to his categorization in a particular gender
classification, then such discrimination is deemed to be gender discrimination.
Provided, discrimination between same genders is made on the basis of the marital
status or where different legal provisions are made therein, then it is deemed to
be a separate issue. That should be considered to be discrimination on the grounds
of marital status rather than on the basis of gender.

What could be the rationality of the petitioner in bringing forth the issue of gender and
marital status? Primarily, the law discriminates a daughter on the ground of her
being a daughter and thereafter, prescription of various proviso prohibiting an
unmarried daughter from enjoyment of certain rights creates another categorization
within daughters. Such kinds of questions are applicable against women and this
question fundamentally is a question of discrimination between gender and marital
status. Therefore, within the issue of gender lie various other sub-issues.

Regarding the enjoyment of right prescribed under the Bonus Act, 2030, the petitioner
prays for inclusion of unmarried daughters in the hierarchy list. The petitioner does not pray
for amendment of the prevailing list nor does the petitioner pray for removal of particular
person included in the hierarchy list. As far as the petitioner’s plea regarding inclusion of
unmarried daughters in the hierarchy list is concerned, the question of appropriateness of
such provision and hierarchy of inclusion is a matter to be considered by the policy makers.
It is but natural to hope that such questions based on the right and principle of equality
prescribed by the Constitution are addressed by the Legislature.

International Covenant on Economic, Social and  Cultural Rights, 1966 and Convention on
the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW) 1979, and other
international humanitarian laws that have been ratified by Nepal prescribe and guarantees
that discrimination on the basis of sex and marital status shall not be made against women.
Section 9 (1) of the Nepal Treaty Act, 2047, prescribes that provided provision of the treaty
to which Nepal is party is inconsistent with Nepal law, then such law to the extent of such
inconsistency shall be deemed void and provision of the treaty shall prevail as Nepal law.
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Article 11 (1), (2) and (3) of the then Constitution of the Kingdom of Nepal, 1990 prohibits
discrimination on the basis of gender. The same provision has been prescribed under Article
13 (1), (2) and (3) of the Interim Constitution, 2063. This has not only being guaranteed as
a fundamental right but the proviso under Article 13 (3) prescribes for framing of special
laws for the protection and empowerment and advancement of women. Article 20 (1) of
the Interim Constitution goes a step further and prescribes that woman shall not be
discriminated against in any way on the basis of gender and Article 20 (4) guarantees sons
and daughters equal rights to ancestral property. There have been amendments and reforms
in various laws which are evident from Muluki Ain 11th Amendment Act, 2058, Some
Nepal Amendment Act, 2063 and Muluki Ain 12th Amendment Act, 2064.

Looking at the development of the said laws, it can be deemed that progressive changes in
the area of gender equality has been achieved and in this regard the petition seeks for equal
legal provision between marital status of son and daughter. The plea does not seek to
substitute the existing hierarchy but rather seeks to include the status of married daughters
and as such it cannot be deemed to be ultra vires.

Section 10 (2) of the Bonus Act, 2030, prescribes both the male or female belonging
to different generation as successors. The petition fails to state as to how a person
on the basis of their marital status and gender has been discriminated and
therefore, it cannot be deemed that the hierarchy prescribed therein is gender
discriminatory. In the absence of any clear reason and grounds, the Court cannot
declare the hierarchy to be discriminatory and unconstitutional. In other words,
status of discriminatory should not be illusionary but rather should be based on reality.
Although, the petitioner prays for inclusion of various generations from the side of married
daughter under the Bonus Act, 2030, the issue is a matter of policy to be determined by the
Legislature. The Legislature in order to address the concern and initial challenge raised by
the petitioner, had brought forward amendments to Section 10 (2) of the Bonus Act, 2030,
while the issue was still sub-judice and therefore, the court does not deem it appropriate to
intervene and declare ultra-vires the various Parts prescribed under Section 10 (2) of the
Bonus Act, 2030. Provided, such declaration is made, then such declaration would create a
legal vacuum and would also have an adverse effect to the provision of daughter, daughter-
in-law and granddaughter currently included in the amended provision. This would neither
deem to be constitutional nor would it deem to be judicious. Therefore, where
discrimination against a person cannot be established, it is not possible for the
Court to declare such provision ultra-vires and substitute it with a new provision.
Therefore, with regard to the first question and as discussed hereinabove, the disputed
legal provision cannot be deemed to be inconsistent with the international conventions to
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which Nepal is a Party and with Article 13 of the Interim Constitution, 2063 and as such the
said legal provisions cannot be deemed to be ultra-vires and void as sought by the petitioner.
The said petition is hereby quashed. It is hereby directed to submit the case file accordingly.

s/d
Kalyan Shrestha

Justice
Concurring with the above opinion

       s/d                             s/d
Bala Ram K.C. Min Bahadur Rayamajhee
      Justice Justice

Bench Officer: Narayan Subedi

Dated: 16 day of the Month of Shrawan of the Year 2065 (July 31, 2008)...........


