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HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH AT BILASPUR

WPS No. 6838 of 2026

Jaydeep Rathore, S/o Late Bhuwneshwar Rathore, Aged About 22
Years R/o Village Sarkhon, Purena Para Ward No 12, P.S. Janjgir,
District Janjgir -Champa (C.G.)

... Petitioner(s)

versus

1 - State Of Chhattisgarh Through Secretary, Department Of
Revenue And Disaster Management Mahanadi Bhawan, Nava

Raipur,  Atal  Nagar, District -  Raipur,  Chhattisgarh.

2 - Chhattisgarh State Power Generation Company Limited ,
Through Managing Director, Vidyut Seva Bhawan, Dangannia,

Raipur, Chhattisgarh.

3 - Executive Director, Human Resource, Chhattisgagrh State Power
Generation Company Limited , Shed No. 03, C S Power Companies

Campus Dangannia, Raipur, Chhattisgarh.

4 - Chief Engineer, Atal Bihari Vajpayee Thermal Power Station

(Marwa- Tendubhata) Post Vidyut Nagar, Lachhanpur, Villagemarwa
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-Tendubhatha, District -Jangir -Champa, Chhattisgarh.

5 - Collector, District Janjgir -Champa, Chhattisgarh

6 - Sub -Divisional Officer, Land Acquisition Officer, Janjgir, District

Janjgir -Champa, Chhattisgarh

... Respondent(s)
(Cause title taken from CIS)
For Petitioner(s) : Shri Vaibhav P. Shukla, Advocate
For Respondent(s) : Shri S.S. Baghel, Govt. Advocate

For Respondent no. 2 to 4. : Shri Mayank Chandrakar, Advocate

(HON'BLE SHRI JUSTICE BIBHU DATTA GURU)

Order on Board

18/09/2026

1.

Learned counsel for the petitioner submits that the
petitioners’ agricultural land situated at Village Tendubhatha,
Tehsil Janjgir, District Janjgir-Champa, was acquired for the
construction of the Railway Line/Ash Pipe Line under the
Madwa Tendubhatha Thermal Power Project. He submits that,
pursuant to the land acquisition, the petitioners were offered
employment vide order dated 19.05.2026, but only on a
contractual basis on the post of Junior Attendant for an initial
period of three years, on the ground that all sanctioned posts

earmarked for employment of land oustees had already been



filled.

Learned counsel further submits that similarly situated
persons whose lands were acquired for the very same project
were granted regular appointment on the post of Plant
Attendant Grade-II vide appointment order dated 22.12.2018.
He submits that there is no justification for extending a
different treatment to the petitioners, who are similarly
affected by the acquisition. Such denial of regular
appointment, while granting regular employment to other
land oustees of the same project, is arbitrary, discriminatory
and contrary to the principles of fairness and legitimate
expectation. He, therefore, prays that the respondents be
directed to grant the petitioners regular appointment on the
post of Plant Attendant Grade-II instead of contractual

appointment.

Learned counsel for the respondents No. 2 to 4 opposes the
submissions made on behalf of the petitioner and submits
that the petitioners have already been provided employment
as a land oustee in accordance with the applicable policy, vide
appointment order dated 19.05.2026, on contractual basis to

the post of Junior Attendant for an initial period of three
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4

years. He submits that all sanctioned and approved posts
earmarked for providing reqular employment to land oustees
of the project had already been filled up and, therefore, the
petitioners could not be granted appointment against a

reqular post.

He further submits that the appointment granted to certain
persons vide order dated 22.12.2018 was made at the relevant
point of time against the posts then available and the
petitioners cannot claim regular appointment as a matter of
right merely on the basis of such earlier appointments. It is
submitted that the petitioners have no vested right to seek
appointment against a regular post in the absence of an
available sanctioned post. Therefore, the respondents have
not acted arbitrarily or discriminatorily in offering contractual
employment to the petitioners, and both the petitions are

liable to be dismissed.

I have heard learned counsel for the parties and perused the

documents.

Relevant part of clause 7 of the Model Rehabilitation Policy
2007 of the State of Chhattisgarh is quoted below for ready

reference:-
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7. ASHIR a4 39 giaumg-

7.1 SR 1 urar QY faenfia gRar @t ghft it of-arsi=

SfAfATH Y gRT 4 (1) T ATAGIAT S UehH i aRE &

dF 9y gd @ Wdo ®U & g7 GG URIR & FU H srfenyigd
U & A @ a1 geder @ gl arfoifRes aRarsHret &

foIg o-arat= & yanfad 88 faeenfia uRart st 75 ufdsrd
g 3rfereh (A I1fSid g1, o Yeh I ohl TUT Sifeiifien / @
gt & o o-3rsi & gvifad uade faenfua aRkar

% Ush UG ohl Ihl Sigdl dUT SUGeRdl & SER

IR o G G I - e O o B RS s P o | o M

AR <Al < eaaen 6 sred |

(a1) RS 3 @i # TR 3 T o et
gRaRT et urafiesar & S |

(«) ufaiorT & ure RS Tagadh! Pt dgar ISR &7 & forg
3Teht, LeifOreh ahaar o AR UfNeroT 6t egae 6t Sire

(@) AT famT / ardsiAe Iushd di afkatsHr & forg of-

3o @ fownfug 08 afeal Sig ISP & ar=ar gt, ot
ot & uel W fAgfert 8 omyg dar 7 2 anf &t e & sreet |

(@) gRaterT & fawnfua aRaRt &t driee drf Iuerey
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R & ot smasge uferor 34 & fog sy agawn &
STTQAT |

XXXXX

From a plain reading of Clause 7.1 of the Model Rehabilitation
Policy, 2007, it is evident that the policy provides for arranging
‘employment’ to one member of each eligible displaced family,
subject to his qualification and suitability. The said provision
gives priority to Project Affected Persons (PAPs) and also
contemplates training and relaxation in age, wherever
applicable. However, the policy does not stipulate that the
employment so provided to a land oustee must necessarily be
on a regular or permanent post. Thus, the expression
“employment” used in the policy cannot, in the absence of any
specific  stipulation, be construed to mean only

regular/permanent employment.

In this regard, reference may also be made to the meaning of
the expression “employment” as contained in Black's Law
Dictionary, wherein “employment” has been defined as the
“act of employing or state of being employed” and also as
“Work for which one has been hired and is being paid by an

employer.” The definition, therefore, does not, by itself, import
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any requirement that the employment must be permanent.

In the present case, admittedly, the petitioners have been
offered employment as the land oustee vide order dated
19.05.2026 on the post of Junior Attendant on contractual
basis for an initial period of three years, with the stipulation
regarding renewal. The respondents have explained that the
sanctioned and approved posts earmarked for providing
reqgular employment to the land oustees of the project had

already been filled up.

It is pertinent to mention here that in the order of
appointment of the petitioners at clause 1 it has been
categorically mentioned that despite filling all the vacant
posts under the quota of land oustees, considering the
request made by the Collector, District Janjgir-Champa and
Korba the cases of the remaining land oustees were
considered sympathetically by the Board of Directors of the
Generation Company and decided to grant appointment on
contractual basis. For ready reference clause 1 of the

contractual appointment of the petitioners is quoted below :

“1. SR hueT g1 fafe afRkatsreit / ga= o fAHfor gg
sfsta gff & fownfoa oRart ot g A= & sriast
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garg Hifd 2007 (FUr GLifda), I A gRT SigHifed
g-Rifed qAafe aieHr 2015 Ud SR ol & HdTeleh
Hsd gRI 999-999 IR o 1y fAofat & gRures & gefda

i / aReEeRT &g et & g SReE du ZRT

FufRa gd T e grT srAifed MufRa av waf w®

ISR 3T S & therasy faenfal & fog Myika ug
hRET & IRIY IR Jfaenfudt & smde R Fgrgfdgds

fIeR e¥d §U SRR @hUHT & Heileleh Hedl gRT felg Y

Tohed 3 TRuTer & yfrenfidt @) ag 9Rer Prafer & s
Eiel"

11. Merely because certain other land oustees were granted
appointment on regular posts vide order dated 22.12.2018,
the petitioners cannot claim regular appointment as an
indefeasible right. The appointments made in the year 2018
have to be considered in the factual and administrative
circumstances prevailing at that point of time, particularly
with regard to the availability of sanctioned posts. The
petitioners cannot claim parity in perpetuity merely on the
basis of such earlier appointments, particularly when the

respondents have specifically stated that the posts earmarked
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for reqular employment had already been exhausted.
It is also significant that Clause 7.1 of the Model

Rehabilitation Policy, 2007 uses the expression “USHTR
gl hi STE" and does not use the expressions “regular

employment”, “permanent employment” or “appointment
against a regular sanctioned post”. Therefore, this Court
cannot read into the policy a condition which is not contained
therein. The contractual appointment offered to the
petitioners, if otherwise in accordance with the applicable
policy and the terms of the appointment order, cannot be held
to be contrary to the Model Rehabilitation Policy merely

because it is not a regular appointment.

In view of the aforesaid discussion, this Court finds that the
petitioners have been provided the benefit of employment as
the land oustee in terms of the applicable policy. No
enforceable right to seek appointment on a
reqular/permanent post of Plant Attendant Grade-II has been
established. Consequently, the challenge to the contractual
nature of the appointment and the prayer for grant of reqular
appointment on the post of Plant Attendant Grade-II cannot

be accepted.
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14. Accordingly, both the writ petitions, being devoid of merit, are

dismissed at the motion stage itself.

Sd/-
(BIBHU DATTA GURU)

JUDGE
Shoaib
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