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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT PATNA
Civil Writ Jurisdiction Case No0.13132 of 2018

Nirbhay Kumari Wife of Ranjay Paswan, resident of village - Phulkahan,
Block Dumari Katasari, P.S. Shyampur Bhatahan, District- Sheohar.

...... Petitioner/s
Versus

The State Of Bihar through Principal Secretary Deptt. Of Welfare Govt. of
Bihar, Patna

The Director, Integrated Child Development Scheme [.C.D.S. Directorate,
Bihar, Patna.

The District Magistrate, Sheohar Distt- Sheohar.
The District Programme Officer, welfare Sheohar Distt- Sheohar.

The Child Development Programme Officer, Dumari Katsarai, Distt-
Sheohar.

Nuraisha Khatoon wife of Manaullah Ansari, resident of village-
Phulakahan, Block Dumari Katasari,P.S. Distt. Sheohar.

...... Respondent/s
Appearance :
For the Petitioner/s : Mr. Sri Krishna Ranjan
For the Respondent/s  : Mr. Rajesh Kumar, AC to GP-3

Mr. Sanjeev Kumar Mishra, Adv
Mrs. Manini Jaiswal, Adv

CORAM: HONOURABLE MR. JUSTICE MADHURESH PRASAD
ORAL ORDER

Heard learned counsel for the petitioner as well as
learned State counsel and learned counsel for respondent No. 6.
2. The petitioner’s selection as Anganbari Sewika for
Centre No. 87 has been cancelled under order dated 25.04.2017
by the District Programme Officer, Sheohar in Misc. Case No.
14/2015.
3. The petitioner has thereafter preferred an appeal
before the District Magistrate, which also has been rejected

under order dated 31.03.2018.
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4. The petitioner’s counsel has made two fold
submissions while assailing the two orders. He has submitted
that in view of Clause 4.6 of the Guidelines for Selection of
Anganwari Sevika/Sahayika, 2011 (for short 2011 Guidelines'),
there being no candidate possessing the minimum requisite
educational qualification, the petitioner was entitled to be
selected by virtue of being a resident of the adjoining poshak
Kshetra. It is also submitted that the authorities have relied upon
disqualification of the petitioner in terms of Clause 4.9 of the
2011 Guidelines on account of her father being in government
employment as Block Panchayat Raj Officer which is also
unsustainable in as much as her father was transferred to the
district wherein the selection has been made in February, 2014,
whereas the advertisement is of much prior date thereto.

5. For considering the submissions, it would be
appropriate to take note of the relevant clause under which the
dispute arises, namely, Clause 4.9 of the 2011 Guidelines, which
reads as follows:

"4.9 A& ded/gES/sEd/egHesd @ e # geRenfud
WHN (P DR @ I DR )/AGIRBR &Y HHAR! /IQIerhr
P T /Ag/e RWER &1 w9 WA 58 ® F fea SR
[Recer ¥ ored 2- #f (ARden/aae g3 o got) Wit (s 98 @ B
S @ g, Gl 8F) | A1 S 1Y WHN (hs IR @ I
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IRFR)/AGIRBR Ao FHARY/IATHR F AFt § 76 Ifd & FEIR
s @ O, g5, P IR Fe] IRB/FERer $ 98 R W 5 FA
gril |

e 3reE AFQY MR FHHAN A ySIYeRt et AT

3 Ho 6000/ - (B: EIIR ®UA) I SN HH 8, I SR Tg BHISPI
AR & axht B |

6. Bare perusal of the Clause 4.9 shows that the bar is

on "II" (selection), in case enumerated relative of the

candidate 1s working in the Panchayat/Block/Circle/Sub-
divisional and District.

7. Since the petitioner’s father was transferred in the
district in February, 2017, prior to selection, the petitioner had
suffered a disqualification for selection by virtue of Clause 4.9
of 2011 Guidelines and was therefore ineligible for being
selected at the Aam Sabha on 16.12.2014. The orders passed by
the District Programme Officer dated 25.04.2017 as well as the
District Magistrate dated 31.03.2018, therefore, require no
interference.

8.  The writ petition is dismissed.

(Madhuresh Prasad, J)



