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HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH AT BILASPUR

WPS No. 3943 of 2021
* - Jitendra Lahre S/o Late Rajendra Lahre Aged About 40 Years R/o House 
No. 321 Area Bhatapara, Village Serikhedi Post Mandir Hasod District Raipur 
Chhattisgarh

             ... Petitioner
Versus

1  -  State  Of  Chhattisgarh  Through  The  Secretary,  Department  Of  Urban 
Administration And Development, Mahanadi Bhawan, New Mantralaya, Atal 
Nagar, Raipur District Raipur Chhattisgarh

2 - Commissioner Municipal Corporation Raipur Chhattisgarh

             ... Respondents

For Petitioner : Mr. Avinash Chand Sahu, Advocate

For Respondent No. 1/State

For Respondent No. 2

:

:

Mr. Suyashdhar Badgaiya, 
Government Advocate

Mr. Pankaj Agrawal, Advocate

Hon’ble Shri Justice Rakesh Mohan Pandey
Order on Board

23/03/2026

1. The petitioner has filed this petition seeking the following relief(s):-

“10.1 That,  this  Hon’ble  may  kindly  be  pleased  to  issue 
appropriate writ, order, direction and quash the impugned letter 
ANNEXURE P/1 so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  rejection  of  the 
application  of  the  petitioner  for  grant  of  compassionate 
appointment.

10.2 That, this Hon’ble may kindly be pleased to direct  the 
respondents  to  grant  compassionate  appointment  to  the 
petitioner at the earliest together with all the statutory benefits.

10.3 That, this Hon’ble Court may kindly be pleased to grant 
any other relief as it may deems fit and appropriate.”
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2. Mr. Avinash Chand Sahu, learned counsel appearing for the petitioner 

would submit that father of the petitioner was working as Chowkidar 

under respondent No. 2, who died in harness on 27.02.2016. He would 

contend that  an application for  grant  of  compassionate appointment 

was  moved  by  the  petitioner  on  13.10.2016  which  has  not  been 

considered yet  on the ground that  the post  of  Chowkidar has been 

declared as dying cadre. He would contend that the petitioner’s claim 

for compassionate appointment cannot be denied on the ground that 

the  post  of  Chowkidar  has  been  declared  dying  cadre.  He  would 

submit  that  the decision of  the respondent  authorities is contrary to 

Clause 7 of the Compassionate Appointment Policy 2013. He would 

pray to allow this petition. 

3. On  the  other  hand,  learned  counsel  appearing  for  the  respective 

respondents would oppose. 

4. Mr. Pankay Agrawal, learned counsel appearing for respondent No. 2 

would  submit  that  the  application  of  the  petitioner  for  grant  of 

compassionate appointment  is  still  pending consideration before the 

respondent  authorities  and  the  matter  is  referred  to  the  State 

Government on 18.06.2021. He would submit that appropriate decision 

would be taken by the respondent authorities.

5.  Mr. Suyashdhar Badgaiya, learned Government Advocate appearing 

for respondent No. 1/State would support the contention made by Mr. 

Pankaj Agrawal.

6. I have heard learned counsel for the parties.

7. Admittedly, the father of the petitioner was regular employee working 

under respondent No. 2. He died in harness and thereafter application 

for compassionate appointment was moved. The petitioner has been 
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offered employment  under  placement  agency,  but  his  case has  not 

been  considered  according  to  the  Policy  for  compassionate 

appointment dated 14.06.2013.

8. Clause 7 of the Policy dated 14.06.2013 reads as under:-

“7-  vuqdEik fu;qfDr ds in%&

¼1½ fdlh Hkh ekeys esa vuqdEik fu;qfDr dsoy r`rh; Js.kh 

ds lh/kh Hkjrh ds fuEure fu;fer fjDr inksa ds fo:) gh 

nh  tk,xh]  ;Fkk&  lgk;d  xzsM&3]  f’k{kkdehZ]  okMZ  ckW;] 

ouj{kd] iVokjh] iath;d fyfid vkfn rFkk prqFkZ Js.kh ds 

inksa  esa  Hk`R;  vFkok  mlds  led{kh;  in  A  ijUrq  ,sls 

dk;Zikfyd inksa ij ftu ij fu;qfDr yksd lsok vk;ksx dh 

vuq’kalk Ik’pkr~ fd, tkus dh O;oLFkk gS] vuqdEik fu;qfDr 

ugha dh tk ldsxh A

¼2½ dk;ZHkkfjr  ,oa  vkdfLedrk  osrueku  ds  inksa  ij 

fu;fer :i ls dk;Zjr  ’kkldh; lsod dh e`R;q gksus ij 

fu;qfDr  lacaf/kr  LFkkiuk  ¼dk;ZHkkfjr  ,oa  vkdfLdrk 

osrueku½ esa mDrkuqlkj inksa ij dh tk ldsxh A f[kykM+h 

dksVs ds vkjf{kr fjDr inksa ij vuqdEikk fu;qfDr ugh dh 

tk,xh A

¼3½ prqFkZ Js.kh ds fnoaxr deZpkjh ds ifjokj ds lnL; 

dks Hkjr fu;e esa fu/kkZfjr ’kS{kf.kd vgZrk dh iwfrZ djus ij 

r̀rh; Js.kh ds in ij vuqdEik fu;qfDr dh ik=rk gksxh A”

9. As  father  of  the  petitioner  was  regular  employee  working  under 

respondent  No.  2,  respondents  are  under  obligation  to  offer  an 

appointment to the petitioner strictly in accordance with the Clause 7 of 

the Policy of 2013. The petitioner is permitted to make a representation 

before the respondent authorities within a period of 30 days from today 

and  in  turn,  respondents  No.  1  and  2  are  directed  to  decide  it 
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expeditiously strictly in accordance with the Policy for compassionate 

appointment dated 14.06.2013 within a further period of 60 days.

10. With  the  aforesaid  direction(s)  and  observation(s),  this  petition  is 

disposed of.

         Sd/-
           (Rakesh Mohan Pandey)
                 Judge 

vatti
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