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Ms. Ranjana Gawde, learned counsel for the
petitioner.

Mr. M Parwal, learned counsel for the respondent
State.

The petitioner before this Court, an Aanganwadi
Karyakarta, has filed this present writ petition being
aggrieved by the order of termination dt. 26/4/12.

The contention of the petitioner is that she was
appointed as Aanganwadi Karyakarta on 26/12/94 and
she is working with sincerity and devotion for the last 17
years. The contention of the petitioner is that without
conducting any Enquiry an order was passed on 26/4/12

terminating services of the petitioner and an appeal was
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preferred by the petitioner before the Collector. The
appellate authority has remanded the matter back by
passing an order on 7/5/12 and once again the petitioner
has been terminated. Learned counsel for the petitioner
has argued before this court that an on an allegation of
child marriage which has allegedly taken place in the
village, her services have been put to an end. She has also
argued before this court that the respondents have not
followed the prescribed procedure as provided under the
policy dt. 10/7/07 and as the prescribed procedure has not
been followed, the order of termination is bad in law.

A reply has been filed in the matter and the stand of
the respondent State is that the services of the petitioner
were put to an end on account of a child marriage which

took place in the village in question by order dt. 26/2/12



N S

and as directed by the Collector, the petitioner was issued
a letter on 11/6/12 to submit a reply and the petitioner did
submit a reply. It has been further stated that after
considering the reply of the petitioner and after recording
her statement fresh order of termination has been passed
on 21/6/12. Respondents have further stated that the
petitioner is now free to challenge the order of
termination before the Collector or by filing an
appropriate  appeal before the  Commissioner.
Respondents have prayed for dismissal of the writ
petition.

Heard learned counsel for the parties at length and
perused the record. The matter is being disposed of at the
admission stage itself with the consent of the parties.

In the present case, it is an admitted fact that the
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petitioner was appointed on 26/12/94 and is having an
unblemished service record. Respondents without
following the prescribed procedure have passed an order
initially on 26/4/12 dismissing the petitioner from service
and an appeal was preferred by the petitioner before the
Collector. The Collector has allowed the appeal on 7/5/12
and has directed the authorities to follow the prescribed
procedure in accordance with law. The procedure has
been prescribed under the policy dt. 10/7/07 and no
enquiry as required under the policy has taken place.
There is no enquiry report in the matter and the
respondents have simply placed on record the statement
of the petitioner. Not only this, the petitioner at the
relevant point of time ie., from 16/4/12 to 23/4/12 was on

leave and a categoric statement was made by the
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petitioner in her reply. Not only this, whether a child
marriage had taken place or not was also not established
by the authorities. On the basis of some vague
allegations, without conducting an enquiry as required
under the circular dt. 10/7/07 the services of the petitioner
have been put to an end by the respondents.

This court in the case of Durga Vs. State of Madhya

Pradesh reported in 2012 (5) MPHT 367, in para 4 to 6
has held as under :

4. Learned Counsel for the
respondents submits that on number of
occasions the petitioner remained
absent on his duties. On issuance of
show cause notice and after giving an
opportunity of hearing to the
petitioner, the impugned order has
been passed which requires no
interference. It is submitted that the
Government of Madhya Pradesh has
issued circular dated 27/05/2006 for
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selection and  appointment  of
Anganwadi worker. R.5-A of the
Rules dealing with the procedure for
removal of Anganwadi worker reads
as under:-

JMTAATS] HRIGAdl bl Ug I
ST Pl Ufbar—

1 g AR A1g afafa feedl srdedl
PN UL A IAD DA AN T AN G A
D UG IuYdd HRUT I BY AT DI
9% H UK BT UG d98d H UK dgAd
ﬁwﬁﬁgﬁwqﬁ%aﬁﬁrﬁﬁaﬁﬁl
Wders R e WA gRT Ut g
® URUed H B & BRUN b Al DI
ST BT |

2 URITSAT IMPRI gRT Wdeld & oid
gfdded &1 Ter e 9d feaw  H
JMMTHATS! BRIGA] BT JaT [T BT fAofy
forar STy War FuIitd & ey WY fhd
ST b | AHare] dR-IGdl dl gg 3
Uqh B4 Db Yd GAarg bl SR fed
ST Sifrard 8T |

3 I WEAIRN A 9fAfa 9 wideas &
aq § f=dr 81 a1 91 faerT aRareEr eife
ORI gRT o SWRid foiy forar i
Tl dRieH ARl /e afeer a1t
AP PRI & AFAGT U US o




4 I WdeTd B TR H§ BRG] B
fowmg ®is TR R DY ond 2 91 a8
39 Rrerdl W Geftg afifa &1 99 i
P ST SURIT afoTd Ufdam gRT & drRidbdl
BT g B BRI B Fhdl ¢ |

5.  In the matter of Meerabai Koli v/
s State of M.P. [2008(2)MPLIJ 76] this
Court has held that inquiry has to be
conducted by the supervisor as
provided under circular dated
2/03/2002 and opportunity of hearing
has also to be provided to the worker.

6. After going through the order
passed by respondent No.5 and also
the orders passed by appellate and
revisional authorities, this Court is of
the view that the procedure laid down
for removal of Anaganwadi worker
was not followed. In view of this,
petition filed by the petitioner is
allowed and the orders dated
2/06/2011(Annexure P/1) passed by
Commissioner ,Indore, 9/09/2010
(Annexure P/4) passed by Collector,
Jhabua and dated 31/03/2010
(Annexure P/2) passed by respondent
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No.5, stand quashed.

Keeping in view the judgment delivered by this
court in the case of Durga Vs. State of Madhya Pradesh

(supra), the writ petition is allowed. As the prescribed
procedure was not followed by the authorities nor the
factum of alleged child marriage was proved at any point
of time. Not only this the petitioner was on leave during
the period in question and, therefore, the impugned orders
dt. 26/4/12 and the subsequent order dt. 21/6/12 are
accordingly set aside. The respondents are directed to
reinstate the petitioner forthwith in service. The petitioner

shall also be entitled for 50% of the backwages.

(S. C. SHARMA)
JUDGE



