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HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH AT BILASPUR

WPS No. 6141 of 2019

Mohan Singh Thakur S/o Late Ganesh Singh Thakur Aged About 62 Years 
R/o Mukam Post Samni, Tahsil And District Rajnandgaon (Chhattisgarh), Dis-
trict : Rajnandgaon, Chhattisgarh        

     ... Petitioner(s) 
versus

1 - The State Of Chhattisgarh Through It Secretary, Panchayat And Rural De-
partment,  Mantralay,  Atal  Nagar,  District  Raipur  (Chhattisgarh),  District  : 
Raipur, Chhattisgarh
2 - Commissioner Cum Director Panchayat Sanchanalaya, Atal Nagar, Dis-
trict Raipur (Chhattisgarh), District : Raipur, Chhattisgarh
3 - Chief  Excutive Officer  Zila  Panchayat,  District  Rajnandgaon (Chhattis-
garh), District : Rajnandgaon, Chhattisgarh
4  - Chief  Excutive  Officer  Janpad  Panchayat,  Dongargarh,  District  Raj-
nandgaon (Chhattisgarh), District : Rajnandgaon, Chhattisgarh

 --- Respondent(s)  
For Petitioner : Mr. Pranjal Shukla, Advocate

For State/Respondents No. 1 & 2 : Mr. Amit Buxy, Dy. G.A.
Respondents No. 3 & 4 : None
                   

     Hon’ble Shri Sanjay K. Agrawal, Judge
                                         Order   on Board  

28.07.2026

1. The present writ petition has been filed challenging the office memo-

randum dated 11.05.2018 (Annexure P/4), whereby the petitioner has 

been denied payment of pension on the ground that the Panchayat Raj 

Adhiniyam, 1993 does not provide for the grant of pension to its em-

ployees.
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2. Learned counsel for the petitioner submits that the petitioner was ap-

pointed on 05.04.1997 and retired on 30.06.2018 after rendering more 

than 21 years of continuous service. Despite having completed the req-

uisite  qualifying  service,  the  respondents  have  denied  him  pension 

solely on the ground that the Panchayat Raj Adhiniyam, 1993 does not 

provide for a pension scheme for employees of the Zila Panchayat and 

Janpad Panchayat.

3. It is further submitted by the learned counsel for the petitioner that the 

impugned office memorandum dated 11.05.2018 has been issued with-

out considering the provisions of the Chhattisgarh Civil Services (Pen-

sion)  Rules,  1976,  which govern the entitlement  of  the petitioner  to 

pension. It is contended that the petitioner fulfills the qualifying service 

prescribed under the said Rules and is, therefore, entitled to pension 

as a matter of right. Learned counsel further submits that respondent 

No. 4 had itself issued an office order dated 10.09.2015 approving pen-

sion for its employees and has also granted pension to several similarly 

situated employees,  therefore, denial of the same benefit to the peti-

tioner  is  arbitrary.  Accordingly,  it  is  prayed that  the impugned office 

memorandum dated 11.05.2018 deserves to be set aside, with a direc-

tion to the competent authority to reconsider the petitioner's claim by 

passing a reasoned and speaking order in accordance with law.

4. Learned  State  counsel  submits  that  the  impugned  order  has  been 

passed by the competent authority in accordance with the provisions of 

the Panchayat Raj Adhiniyam, 1993.  It is further submitted that the pe-

titioner's  grievance  is  essentially  against  respondent  Nos.  3  and  4, 

whereas the State is only a formal party to the present proceedings. 
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Accordingly, it is prayed that the writ petition, being devoid of merit, de-

serves to be dismissed.

5. I have learned counsel for the parties and perused the records.

6. A  careful  perusal  of  the  impugned  office  memorandum  dated 

11.05.2018 reveals that the petitioner's claim for pension has been re-

jected solely on the ground that the Panchayat Raj Adhiniyam, 1993 

does not provide for grant of pension to the employees of the Janpad 

Panchayat.  However,  the competent  authority  has not examined the 

petitioner's entitlement under the applicable statutory provisions nor as-

signed  any  reasons  while  rejecting  his  claim.  The  impugned  order, 

therefore, cannot be said to be a reasoned and speaking order.

7. Accordingly, the impugned office memorandum dated 11.05.2018 is set 

aside. The matter is remitted back to the Chief Executive Officer, Jan-

pad Panchayat,  Dongargarh,  District  Rajnandgaon, who shall  recon-

sider the petitioner's claim with regard to his entitlement for grant of 

pension and pass a fresh reasoned and speaking order, in accordance 

with  law,  after  affording  an  opportunity  of  hearing  to  the  petitioner, 

preferably within a period of 45 days from the date of receipt of a copy 

of this order.

8. It is made clear that this Court has not expressed any opinion on the 

merits of the petitioner's claim

9. Accordingly, the present writ petitions stand disposed of.

        Sd/-
           (Sanjay K. Agrawal)

                 Judge
                    

Jyoti 
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