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HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH AT BILASPUR

WPS No. 7374 of 2026

1 - Smt. Akti Ghritlahre W/o Late Bodhan Ghritlahre Aged About 43
Years R/o Village And Post Amera, Tehsil Pallari, Distt. Baloda Bazar
Bhatapara, Chhattisgarh.
... Petitioner

versus
1 - State Of Chhattisgarh Through The Secretary, Department Of
Women And Child Development, Mantralaya, Mahanadi Bhawan, Atal
Nagar, Nawa Raipur, Distt. Raipur, Chhattisgarh.
2 - Director Directorate Of Women And Child Development
Department, Indrawati Bhawan, Atal Nagar Naya Raipur, Distt.
Raipur, Chhattisgarh.
3 - Collector District Baloda Bazar Bhatapara, Chhattisgarh.
4 - District Program Officer Women And Child Development
Department, Baloda Bazar Bhatapara, Distt. Baloda Bazar
Bhatapara, Chhattisgarh.
5 - Project Officer Irrigated Child Development Project, Pallari, Distt.
Baloda Bazar Bhatapara, Chhattisgarh.
6 - Chief Executive Officer Janpad Panchayat Pallari, Distt. Baloda
Bazar Bhatapara, Chhattisgarh.

... Respondents

(Cause title taken from Case Information System)



For Petitioner : Mr. Govind Prasad Dewangan,
Advocate
For State . Mr. Aditya Tiwari, Panel Lawyer

Hon'ble Shri Justice Bibhu Datta Guru

Order on Board

08/10/2026

1. By the present petition, the petitioner has for following reliefs:-

“10.1 That, this Hon'ble Court may kindly be pleased
to call for the entire records in relates to the case of
the petitioner from the possession of respondents for

its kind perusal.

10.2 That, this Hon'ble Court may kindly be pleased to
set aside the impugned order of termination dated
21.09.2026 (Annexure-P/1) issued by the respondent
No.5 i.e. Project Officer, Irrigated Child Development
Project, Pallari, District Baloda Bazar-Bhatapara
(C.G.) and further be pleased to direct the
respondents authority to reinstate the petitioner in
service and allow her to work as Anganbadi Worker at
Anganbadi Center, Amera-02, Janpad Panchayat
Pallari, District Baloda Bazar-Bhatapara (C.G.) with all

consequential benefits.

10.3 That, this Hon'ble Court may kindly further be

pleased to set aside the impugned advertisement



dated 24.09.2026 (Annexure-P/2) issued by the
respondent No.5 i.e. Project Officer, Irrigated Child
Development Project, Pallari, District Baloda Bazar-
Bhatapara (C.G.) to the extent of filing up the post of
Anganbadi Worker at Anganbadi Center, Amera-02,
Janpad Panchayat Pallari, District Baloda Bazar-

Bhatapara (C.G.), in the interest of justice.

10.4 That, this Hon'ble Court may kindly be pleased to
grant any other relief/relief's in favour of the
petitioners, which the Hon'ble Court deemed fit & just
in the facts and circumstances of the case, including

awarding of the costs to the petitioner.”

Learned counsel for the petitioner submits that the petitioner
was working as Anganbadi Worker and posted at Anganbadi
Center, Amera-2, Janpad Panchayat Pallari, District
Balodabazar-Bhatapara. Learned counsel submits that the
termination order dated 21.09.2026 against the petitioner was
passed by the Collector, because of some irregularities found at
Anganbadi Center. The impugned termination was passed
without affording the petitioner a fair and reasonable
opportunity of hearing. Though the reply was submitted by the
petitioner in response to show cause notice, but the same was

summarily rejected without considering the reply. In the matter,



a detailed inquiry is required to be conducted under the
relevant applicable rules and the charges leveled against the
petitioner are required to prove in accordance with law. There is
no inquiry conducted against the petitioner, yet the termination
order has been passed against her. He would further submit
that, even if some deficiencies is considered, the termination of
the petitioner is disproportionate with that discrepancy and such
the major punishment cannot be imposed without proper
departmental inquiry. The action of the respondent authorities
are violative of the guidelines of 2008. He would also submit
that immediately after the order of termination, two days later,
fresh advertisement for appointment on the post of Anganbadi
Karyakarta/ Sahayika for Amera-2, Janpad Panchayat, Pallari
has been issued by the authorities, therefore, the impugned

termination order is liable to be quashed.

Per contra, learned counsel appearing for the State vehemently
opposes the submissions and has submitted that the petitioner
has afforded proper and sufficient opportunity of hearing before
passing the impugned termination order. When the authorities
have found the reply unsatisfactory, the order of termination
has been passed. Therefore, there is no infirmity or illegality in

the order impugned, and the petition is liable to be dismissed.



| have heard leaned counsel for the parties and perused the

material annexed with the petition.

The State Government has issued a guideline on 02.04.2008
with respect to the appointments of Anganbadi
Karyakarta/Sahayika/Mini Anganbadi Karyakarta. Clause 13 of
the said guideline provides for termination of the Anganbadi
Karyakarta/Sahayika, which is necessary to be reproduced

here:-
“13, ehrdehatsni/agTiAenTsil sl ue & ge hl uferar :-

13.1 freht sri_aTdt errderal/agiRAeT & deaf &
ferrga urd g9 R O Qe aRaieEn
YRR ZRT Hafdd gydderer 4@ Sig hdleh
ufadeq v frar s T ured ufades & Tor
giul o1 uteror o AT T8 i SR W) afy
frddt gepR 1 e sruar R sifafaaar @
USRI ST & ot Haifda wrical/agrer &t 39
R gReféia gu omRiul & wWe srara @R gy
3TYHT 98l T@ &l AR UeH R s 8q a=e
g =1 99T ye= fRar SIeT vE SR e @
UR g: TOT SuT &1 gdieror R iR fAofa dd
gQ af} ug & guas faFar ST srrasyes gt |t ug @
e R o gadt vara sita ufddes afa
SHUE YA/ R & 39 afafa & awar



g fhar s it aae & O wam @)1 Saa
afafa & srgled g & SWid JE wriueH
AP, SFUE duEa/gad TR A=
TR uifarsr AfAFR gRT g & gUeh A &
2T yaTRRd R ST

13.2 gf = styar iR siffafAaar 1 geRror
uRefea €l gom @ gd A AWy AroRargat
gReféia g & Ot Seifda arer faera aRaten
AP FRT wwH & GrR  H&dfda
Frferaf/agile w g9d Fa ge Adret SRt
& sraft wa gt TR oft gUR T o R I wR
WE ARIY ARIfAT wd ge gars &1 sifaw
3R U fhar S wa urd wdleRor wR
Irifad &0 § e #d g afe oe @ qus
foram ST SmaRges gt at AR SwRiad HfvahT
13.1 IUR SHFUE UYard [ARE Rarm @t
UATd U e Qa1 AT hA hY wrfargt 6
st af iR serEr/sRafaar i fQera
el R +ft SFue dura/ARE Rerm d& g
afafa srfeat/agifRaeT & ug @ que oA ddtt
U URd A & 9 garg Y guaafd &
iR oRa adf weft & wa aRglsT sifder
Iad hidehal/agiAeT &l SHfgd & ug I guw
fFor ST Ssmages AR § At 9w Rew



gRRTiteT Sifdeat ueRroT gegic afafa & awer
@i T fae aRalsmn sifdet & @=&rr
gegich- 9Afa & uwara | e wrdea sifderd
& SrgHle IWRid U & gueh foRam I "k

13.3 aRs oifdeRal srufa em  wrfsw
AR sruar 397 3= HfdpIRat & Aderor &
R RAF srEdiusHS U o1 R afy 3k
fdde rgaR Frdfedral &t ug ¥ gy frar ST
MMaYeh Y9I Sl g daf 39 gg Hafdd
Adeopal sifdert o Adteror qun
sfrafaaareit 1 fawqa geue ufddeT FarR &=
U & U TR 8 Sei T §¢ = FrduTer
AfIFR S9UE dargd R afe Ty &7 ¢ «t
I TR A/ g TR arferenr sifdeert ot
@RI FHUSHT 13.1 T 13.2 AR Hrfargt
STt |

13.4 U& ¥ gUFUT & ARA & fAeg orfle
HfSHT 11 & UraUT=T & SFAR HY 1 G|

13.5 af} &< SrFard wrfwaf/agiRe famn
frelt o= & AR gk A1g | oifdek srafd a

Ui gt g at aRgier=T sifdart srqufedfa
&% HRUT R gddersd T U Sirg Ufade U &



hfS®T 13.1, 13.2 & FU |aT AT HRA hl
SRfargl &3t

13.6 SITHATdl &hrdehatl /| gl fY dar Hi
iferas 35 62 v gof & W aReieT il
I Qo ATg g fofa e da dar sAre A
daeft emder yaiRa &3 39 gq Shfar 13.1.
13.2 & IFU SHUS Uad/ TR PR 6
a9 qfafa @ srgHtea xR smageRar T8t

ghfti

TEIHT: - IWRFIFIAR UE & Gk e ht
aferar 7 o sreadt it fgfa Sa ofrar @ g8
enft 3t ufdrar @ It ufdrar & aga fafga afafa
q gl & IR I¥ ug | gy fohar smam
Srufa afe sue yamga/ma fAera @ =g gan
¢ «t I g & Areas |/ @f3ar 13.1 gER
FRfaTEl e gQ us ¥ guek faRar sman wd o
gt &1 T geaia afafa aur e srfea
AfARR & ergrleT & gorm g I8 degar &
i dfAfa a e A sifdedt &
IgHE & ug d gues forar sravm”

6. From perusal of the procedure prescribed for removal of the
Anganbadi Karyakarta/Sahayika, it transpires that on a

complaint received against the Anganbadi



Karyakarta/Sahayika, it was to be inquired from the concerned
Observer, who shall submit his report and if prima facie material
is found against the Anganbadi Karyakarta/Sahayika, show
cause notice is required to be issued giving 15 days time to file
reply and after receiving their reply, the matter be again
examined, and if it is found that, the concerned Anganbadi
Karyakarta/Sahayika is to be removed from service, then a
proposal along with the inquiry report is to be produced before
the committee of concerned Janpad Panchayat/Local Bodies,
who is competent to appointment, and after their approval the
matter is to be referred to the Chief Executive Officer, Janpad
Panchayat/ Commissioner, Municipal Corporation/Chief
Municipal Officer for passing of the order separately. An
explanation was also given in clause 13 that, the process of
removal of the employee, would be the same on which he/she
is selected, and if his/her selection was through the scrutiny
committee and approval of programme officer, she would be
removed only after approval of the scrutiny committee and
programme officer. It also transpires from clause 13.4 that, the
employee can prefer an appeal against the order of termination

as provided under clause 11 of the said guideline.

From perusal of the impugned order as well as the documents
annexed with the petition, it transpires that there are certain

lapses in issuing notices, conducting inquiry and representing



10

the case of the petitioner before the authorities by both sides
and the inquired procedure by the authorities concerned

appears to be in hasty manner.

Be that as it may, the remedy of appeal under clause 13.4 of
the qguideline dated 02.04.2008 is provided against the
termination from the post of Anganbadi Karyakarta/Sahayika. In
view of the issue involved in the case, it would deem
appropriate to direct the petitioner to approach before the
authority concerned by filing her appeal as provided under
clause 11 and 13.4 of the guideline dated 02.04.2008 and then
the appellate authority shall decide the appeal in accordance
with law after giving proper opportunity of hearing to the
respective parties. It is made clear that this Court has not
expressed any opinion on merits of the case and the appellate
authority shall decide the appeal of the petitioner, if so filed, on
its own merits without there being influenced of any observation

made in this order.

The petitioner is directed to file the appeal as provided under
clause 11 and 13.4 of the guideline dated 02.04.2008 within 02
weeks from the date of receipt of copy of this order, and then,
the appellate authority shall decide the appeal in accordance
with law after giving proper and sufficient opportunity of hearing

to the parties within a period of 04 months from the date of filing
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the appeal. Till then, the impugned order dated 21.09.2026
(Annexure P/1) shall be kept in abeyance and the same shall
be subject to ultimate outcome of the appeal, and the petitioner
shall be permitted to work there at Anganbadi Center, Amera-2,

Janpad Panchayat Pallari.

In view of the aforesaid, the subsequent advertisement dated
24.09.2026 for appointment on the post of Anganbadi
Karyakarta/Sahayika at at Anganbadi Center, Amera-2, Janpad
Panchayat Pallari shall also be kept in abeyance, which shall

also be subject to final outcome of the appeal.

With the aforesaid observations, the present writ petition is
disposed of.
SD/-

(Bibhu Datta Guru)
Judge
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