Of10
[=]

2026:CGHC:12846-DB

12 (=] EFCE
Ofes O
2026:CGHC:12846-DB

NAFR
HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH AT BILASPUR

WA No. 233 of 2026

1 - Sanjay Kumar Ajagalle S/o Ramsahai Ajagalle Aged About 52 Years
Presently Posted As Lecturer At Govt. Higher Secondary School Kharri,
Block- Malkharoda, District- Sakti (C.G.)

2 - Dinesh Kumar Dewangan S/o Late Shri Murlidhar Dewangan Aged
About 52 Years Presently Posted As Lecturer At Govt. Higher
Secondary School Mandragorhi, Block- Malkharoda, District- Sakti
(C.G))

3 - Mansha Ram Sahu S/o Chintamani Sahu Aged About 53 Years
Presently Posted As Lecturer At Govt. Higher Secondary School
Singhara, Block- Malkharoda, District- Sakti (C.G.)

4 - Mangal Das Bhardwaj S/o Mahesh Ram Bhardwaj Aged About 56
Years Presently Posted As Lecturer At Govt. Higher Secondary School
Nariyara, Block- Malkharoda, District- Sakti (C.G.)

5 - Dhruwa Prasad Sahu S/o Setu Ram Sahu Aged About 54 Years
Presently Posted As Lecturer At Govt. Higher Secondary School
Singhara, Block- Malkharoda, District- Sakti (C.G.)

6 - Komal Prasad Chandra S/o Niranjan Prasad Chandra Aged About
54 Years Presently Posted As Lecturer At Govt. Higher Secondary
School Andil, Block- Malkharoda, District- Sakti (C.G.)

7 - Shyam Kumar S/o Giriwar Singh Verma Aged About 57 Years
Presently Posted As Lecturer At Govt. Higher Secondary School Andil,
Block- Malkharoda, District- Sakti (C.G.)

8 - Shobha Ram Khunte S/o Dhani Ram Khunte Aged About 55 Years
Presently Posted As Lecturer At Govt. Higher Secondary School Pirda,
Block- Malkharoda, District- Sakti (C.G.)
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9 - Asha Bhardwaj W/o Ayodhya Prasad Bhardwaj Aged About 55 Years

Presently Posted As Lecturer At Govt. Saheb Kabir Girls Higher
Secondary School Pota, Block- Malkharoda, District- Sakti (C.G.)

... Appellant(s)
versus

1 - State Of Chhattisgarh Through Its Secretary, School Education
Department, Mahanadi Bhawan, Atal Nagar, Nawa Raipur, District-
Raipur (C.G.)

2 - State Of Chhattisgarh Through Its Secretary, Panchayat And Rural
Development Department, Mahanadi Bhawan, Atal Nagar, Nawa
Raipur, District- Raipur (C.G.)

3 - Director Directorate Of Public Instruction, Indrawati Bhawan, Atal
Nagar, Naya Raipur, District- Raipur (C.G.)

4 - Commissioner Cum Director Directorate Of Panchayat Atal Nagair,
Naya Raipur, District- Raipur (C.G.)

5 - District Education Officer District- Sakti (C.G.)
6 - Chief Executive Officer Zila Panchayat, Sakti, District- Sakti (C.G.)

7 - Chief Executive Officer Janpad Panchayat, Malkharoda, District-
Sakti (C.G.)

8 - Block Education Officer Block- Malkharoda, District- Sakti (C.G.)

9 - Bala Ram Dinker S/o Johit Ram Dinker Aged About 53 Years
Presently Posted As Lecturer At Govt. Baderabely, Block- Malkharoda,
District- Sakti (C.G.)

... Respondent(s)

For Appellant(s) : Mr. Shiv Sewak Manjhi, Advocate.

For Respondent/State : Mr. Prasun Kumar Bhaduri, Dy. Advocate
General.

Hon'ble Shri Ramesh Sinha, Chief Justice
Hon'ble Shri Ravindra Kumar Agrawal, Judge
Judgment on Board

Per Ramesh Sinha, Chief Justice

18/03/2026
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1 Heard Mr. Shiv Sewak Manjhi, learned counsel for the appellants
as well as Mr. Prasun Kumar Bhaduri, learned Deputy Advocate
General, appearing for the Respondent/State on |I.A. No.01, which is an

application for condonation of delay of 18 days in preferring the present

appeal.

2 On due consideration the grounds assigned in the application (I.A.
No.01), the same is allowed. Delay of 18 days in preferring the present

writ appeal is hereby condoned.

3 The present writ appeal is directed against the order dated
24 .11.2025 passed by learned Single Judge of this Court in WPS
No.10289/2025, whereby the writ petition filed by petitioners was

dismissed.

4 Learned counsel appearing for the parties submit that the issue
involved in this writ appeal has already been considered and decided by
this Court vide judgment dated 13.03.2026 in Writ Appeal No.193/2026,

whereby this Court has held as under:-

“10. This Court while dismissing the writ appeal filed

by writ appellants has observed as under:-

“17. The entire controversy revolved around the
Circular dated 10.03.2017 issued by the State
Government with respect to the grant of Kramonnati
Vetanman to the Assistant Teachers. It is necessary
to notice here the circular dated 10.03.2017, which

reads as under:
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BATTIG MM
=T uRma_ faumT
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T 9=, 74T Ia9
Q%EFHWQ'CF 10-1/2008/1-3 Wwﬁtﬂiﬁ 10/03/2017
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g faumt & defda uRus grT fAerer Tt & g
freten, fATR IAT ARATAT A I U/MEA AUTT &
uRusl  HHik UH 1-1/1/3319/99, e
17.03.1999/19.04.1999 # fafga <af & GT%HEﬂq g
HHET 12 a9 §1¢ JuT fgda seaafd 24 a¥ |1 ueH
forar mar g1 o @y & Fua wHie 216/d)-
2802/10/fa</Aaw/aR, f&Aich 04.08.2010 (O fAcsar
32/2010) gRT shHTAfa TISAT vt ST e fAeras qar
RATT G ehl YA I=TdR GHIAHTE ddq9= 10 a9
9T Qe fada STaark 99aa ad9d91= 20 aY §1¢ 7 <hl
faofg forar mar g1

2/31duqg IuRtad vt & aRtey & s 9= grT Aok
forr M g 5 39 fQum & deifa uRua fAis
24.04.2006 &t chizep-2 & " fA’TR" ohl gaH
HAET 10 9y 91¢ Td fEda shai=afa 20 ay &1e uer i
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3RWad vt & ddy d gg W fohar Sar g &
RIS Bl Saar fAfY & gEUR haar sl dad
fAafzor farar StTee we fordt uepR & wiRad g w8f g
4/ag e fax fAWRT & wrger wAfh Th-2017-01-

01093 f&Aieh 09.02.2017 gRT & 778 TgHAld h YR W
SIY o AT 1

BUTAIG oh ASTUTA oh A9 T
TAT TSR,
(TH.3R.3IeR) SreR afa,
BTG A

T UM faamT
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18. From perusal of the contents of the circular
dated 10.03.2017, it is quite vivid that the Assistant
Teachers, who were in Government service, are to
be granted first Kramonnati Vetanman after 10
years of their service and second Kromonnati
Vetanman after 20 years of their service, and the
teachers and lecturers are to be granted first time-
bound pay scale after 10 years of service and
second time-bound pay scale after 20 years of
service.

19. From pleadings made in Para-8.8 of the writ
petition, undisputedly the petitioners have been
appointed to the post of Shiksha Karmi
Grade-lll/Grade-Il between the period of 1998 and
2008. It is also relevant to notice here paragraph
8.8 of the writ petition, which reads as follows:

“8.8 Between 1998-2008, the Chief
Executive Officer of Janpad Panchayat
appointed the Petitioners in the post of
Assistant Teacher Shikshakarmi Grade-
3/Teacher- Shikshakarmi Grade 2. After
completion of 2 years from the date of
joining, the Petitioners who were
appointed as Assistant Teachers were
regularised by the Chief Executive Officer
of Janpad Panchayat and Teachers were
regularised by the Chief Executive Officer
of Zila Panchayat.”

20. When the petitioners in the present writ petition

were appointed between 2008 and 2013, they had
not completed 10 years of their service on the date
when the Circular dated 10.03.2017 was issued.

21. From a bare perusal of the Circular dated
10.03.2017, it is abundantly clear that the said
circular does not deal with or extend benefits to

the Teachers belonging to the Panchayat Cadre,
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including Shiksha Karmi. The circular specifically
provides for the grant of first-time-bound pay scale
and second-time-bound pay scale to regular
Government employees, in accordance with the
earlier circulars issued by the State Government
dated 17.03.1999/19.04.1999.

22. In the present case, the petitioners were
working as Shiksha Karmi under the Panchayat
Department, and the Shiksha Karmi were not the
employees of the State Government until their
absorption into the School Education Department
pursuant to the policy decision of the State
Government dated 30.06.2018. Before such
absorption, their appointment, service conditions,
and other benefits were governed by the statutory
framework applicable to Panchayat employees,
and not by the rules or circulars applicable to State
Government employees.

23. Therefore, since the petitioners were
admittedly the employees of the Panchayat
Department before the absorption policy came into
force, they cannot claim the status of a
Government Servant for the purpose of seeking
the benefit of time-bound pay scale or Kramonnati
Vetanman under the Circular dated 10.03.2017.
Their service conditions were governed by the
Chhattisgarh Panchayat Shiksha Karmi
(Recruitment and Conditions of Service) Rules,
2007, the Rules of 2012, or any other rules framed
under Section 95 of the Chhattisgarh Panchayat
Raj Adhiniyam, 1993, which regulate the service

conditions of Panchayat employees.
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24. Thus, in view of the clear distinction between
State Government employees and Panchayat
cadre employees, the peltitioners cannot derive
any benefit from the Circular dated 10.03.2017 or
the eatrlier circulars dated 17.03.1999/19.04.1999,
as those circulars apply solely to Government
servants of the State, and not to employees
appointed under the Panchayat department.

25. The distinguishable feature of the case of Smt.
Sona Sahu (Writ Appeal No. 261/2023) are that
she was appointed to the post of Assistant
Teacher vide order dated 29.07.2005 and was
posted at  Government  Primary  School,
Narayanpur. On 01.07.2011, the State
Government, Department of Finance and Planning
issued a Circular regarding Kramonnati Vetanman
to the employees. The Department of Panchayat
and Rural Department, Chhattisgarh, Raipur, also
issued a Circular dated 02.11.2011 regarding
Kramonnati Vetanman after completion of 10 years
of service. On 17.05.2013, the department of
Panchayat and Rural Development, Chhattisgarh,
Raipur issued another circular with respect to the
equalisation of pay scale between Government
Teachers and Teacher Panchayat after completion
of 08 years of their services. Further, vide circular
dated 14.11.2014, the earlier circular dated
02.11.2011 was cancelled with effect from
01.05.2013. The petitioner was granted the benefit
of Kramonnati Vetanman vide order dated
15.01.2020, but the said order was cancelled vide
order dated 29.02.2020 on the ground that the
Circular dated 02.11.2011 has already been
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cancelled with effect from 01.05.2013 vide order
dated 14.11.2014, and since the petitioner, who
has not completed 10 years of her service in the
cadre, was not entitled to Kramonnati Vetanman.
While passing the order dated 15.01.2020, the
authorities had considered the circulars dated
07.03.2019, 06.04.2019, and granted Kramonnati
Vetanman to Sona Sahu with effect from
01.08.2015 and thereafter the concerned authority
sou motu re-considered the order dated
156.01.2020 and passed the order on 29.02.2020,
by which the benefit granted to Smt. Sona Sahu
was cancelled. While considering the matter, the
concerned authority had not consider the circular
dated 10.03.2017 and 07.03.2019. In the peculiar
facts of the case of Smt. Sona Sahu (Writ Appeal
No. 261/2023) was granted the benefit of
Kramonnati  Vletanman, vide order dated
28.02.2024, passed in Writ Appeal No. 261/2023.
The challenge of the order dated 28.02.2024
passed in Writ Appeal No. 261/2023, and Review
Petition No. 147/2024 is dismissed by the Hon’ble
Supreme Court vide order dated 17.03.2025,
passed in SLP (C) Diary No. 58525/2024, by
observing that in the peculiar facts of the case of
Smt. Sona Sahu, no interference is called for, and
accordingly, the SLP(C) was dismissed by the
Hon’ble Supreme Court.

26. In the present case, the pelitioners are
appointed to the post of Shiksha Karmi by the
Panchayat  Department. They  were not
government employees till 2018, when their

services were absorbed by the school education
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department. Therefore, they cannot claim parity
and benefit at par as has been granted to Smt.
Sona Sahu (Writ Appeal No. 261/2023).
27. Further, Clauses 4 and 5 of the absorption
order dated 30.06.2018 clearly restrict the grant of
any benefit to the employees of the Panchayat
Department whose services have been absorbed
with the school education department for the
benefit of arrears prior to 01.07.2018. Clause 4
and 5 of the absorption order dated reads as
under:
“4/ fNerer (T.ft.) Heanf ol 29 gusT &9 &
o Qa1 A TorT dfRfea Refe 01 Ses
2018 & <hY s
5/ f&Ater 01 STeE 2018 & gd &t safd & o
foreht off uepR & oA i ursrar a8 g
28. On 06.04.2019, the State Government School
Education Department issued another Circular
with respect to the further proceedings under the
Rules of 2019, in which it has been provided that:
"2g faumTt g1 o) @fafeas fAdar A T
f&=Tier 30.06.2018 &t iz 5 § TWE If@A
&, far =1 01.07.2018 & gd &t srafd & fag
freht off sk & R Hr uar & ghft
srufa g & QRad wper fAen v gt 3
@ & ud § Rers (darmaa Rem)
deaif & T, St gdua= & e gt
daif & U d arika g, & dfafeas gd fr
afd & «ifed @l 1 WA UEFagaR
Tafda faurT grr & forar s
29. The present writ appeal has been filed by the
appellants/petitioners seeking the benefit of
Kramonnati under the Circular dated 10.03.2017,
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claiming parity with the case of Smt. Sona Sahu
(Writ Appeal No. 261/2023). The petitioners were
initially appointed as Shiksha Karmi under the
Panchayat Department between 1998 and 2008,
and their services were regularized by the order
passed by the Chief Executive Officer of the
respective Janpad and Zila Panchayats. They
continued to serve under the Panchayat
department till 2018, when they were absorbed
into the School Education Department pursuant to
the State Government policy dated 30.06.2018.
Their service prior to absorption was governed by
the Chhattisgarh Panchayat Shiksha Karmi Rules,
2007, and subsequent rules framed under the
Panchayat Raj Adhiniyam, 1993.

30. The Circular dated 10.03.2017, on which the
petitioners rely, specifically applies to Assistant
Teachers under the School Education Department
who have completed 10 years of service. In
contrast, the petitioners’ service as Shiksha Karmi
under the Panchayat department cannot be
treated as equivalent to service under the School
Education Department. The factual distinction is
material, and the principles of parity require that
employees claiming equal treatment must be
similarly situated in all material aspects, which is
not the case here.

31. This has consistently held in WP(S) No.
208/2012, WP(S) No. 2530/2017, WP(S) No.
10335/2019, WP(S) No. 1021/2021, and WP(S)
No. 3369/2021 that the services of the Shiksha
Karmi governed by Panchayat rules are not

entitled to pay scales or other benefits applicable
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to teachers of the School Education Department.
The learned Single Judge rightly distinguished the
case of Smt. Sona Sahu (Writ Appeal No.
261/2023), after independently examining the
entitlement of the petitioners, concluded that the
Circular dated 10.03.2017 does not apply to their
service.

32. The learned Single Judge after adverting and
considering the entire facts and circumstances of
the case, elaborately considered various
Jjudgments passed by Hon’ble Supreme Court in
the case of Rohan Vijay Nahar and Others v.
The State of Maharashtra and Others 2025
INSC 1296, State of Punjab and Others vs.
Jagjit Singh and Others, 2017 (1) SCC 148,
Khoday Distiliaries Limited (Now known as
Khoday India Limited) and Others vs. Shree
Mahadeshwara Shahkara Sakkare Karkhane
Limited Kollegal 2019 (4) SCC 376 and Ravi
Prakash Sahu vs. State of Chhattisgarh order
dated 08-09-2025 passed learned Single Judge of
this Court in WPS No. 10335/2019, decided the
writ petition filed by the writ appellants/petitioners
in which, we do not find perversity or infirmity. The
consideration of the learned Single Judge in the
impugned order is well merited based on a proper
appreciation of the facts and law applicable to the
case.

33. Upon perusing the impugned order, we notice

that the same has been rendered by the learned

Single Judge with cogent and justifiable reasons. In

an intra-court appeal, no interference is usually

warranted unless palpable infirmities are noticed.
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Learned Single Judge while dismissing the writ
petition by the impugned order has adverted to all
the facts of the case. We do not find any fault in the

impugned order.”

They further submitted that since the facts and issue
involved in the present case is identical to that of Writ
Appeal No.193/2026, this appeal may also dismissed in the

same terms.

5 Having considered the rival submissions made by learned counsel
for the parties and having gone through the materials on record, it
is evident that the facts and issue involved in this appeal is
identical to Writ Appeal No0.193/2026, this Court deems it
appropriate not to take a view other than what has been taken in

Writ Appeal No.193/2026.

6 Accordingly, the present appeal is dismissed in terms of the
order dated 13.03.2026 passed by this Court in Writ Appeal

No.193/2026.

Sd/- Sd/-
(Ravindra Kumar Agrawal) (Ramesh Sinha)
Judge Chief Justice

Alok



